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Local Government Participation
Issues in the Development and Implementation
of a Citizen and Municipal and School Partnership-
ThHe Austin Experience

ABSTRACT

This report. traced”the history of a citizen - school district - city
model of Community Edycation, focusing on the problem-solving structures form-
ed out of the developmeftal dynamics.

The paper begins by describing the,history of Community Education in
Austin. Texas. The Austin Community Education project began in a harric in
1973 in response to the grass-roots concern of a neighborhood -council about
problems with youth,‘incl ng truancy, dropouts and vandalism; and with adults,

including unemployment, crime, and low educatl

gaal attainment.

At

the outset,

the program was sponsored by\the Austin Indepen¥ent Schobl District and was

housed in a nelghburhoed elemertary school.

.

}

A year later, the project expanded to the other side of the city, to a
suburban setting. J At this time, a Qommunity Education task force was a point-~
ed by the School Board. The task force was to study the possibiligy of expand-
ing the project city-wide and to arrive at conclusions regarding the best

. model of ,administering angd funding the project. )

Four models were investigated: a school digtrici model whereby the Auetin

Independent School District woold totally fund and administer the project, a

local government model *Whereby ,the city would bg respondible for
a citizen non-profit corporation model whereby the project vg ul

-

he project,
e independent-~

ly controlled, and a citizen-city-school district model which would incorporate
the benefits of -all three participants. -

v’

.
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The task force analyzed the costs and efits of each model and recom-
mended the itizen-city-School district modgld After much interaction, the
citizen- city-school “1strict model was accebted and the project was expanded
to include five new Community Schools. '

-~

The City and School District approved a jJoint agreement whereby the
School District would actually administer the program, but %oth would equally
fund it, gnd both would share 1in the long-range planning. A tonsortium com-
posed of representatives from the city, school distriet, various local brgani-
*zations and each communitv school advisory council was formed to give high
level 1nput 1nto the process.
The administrative issues faced by the City and School District in support-
1ng such a unique project, along with the costs and benefits, are described in
the paper. The ongoing challenges to the Austin Community Education project
are detailed and the possible development of similar Community Education .

*models in other\urban settings is investigated.
'

v
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INTRODUCTION

Cooperative efforté between schools and the local governments are tradi-
tional in:America. The first public high school in the United States shared
its bu%éélng with fire fighters and the town watch. In fact, until shortly
before e turn of the century, American public education typically was a
function of municipal government. In some older communitlies such as Boston,
schoolg are still an integral part of local govgrament. .

In the first half of this century, however, both politics and specializa-
tion have contributed héavily to the division of government and public eduta-
tion.” Schools sought separation from local government in order to remove °
themselves from polit1cs, particularly the patronage system. In some communi-
ties, the drive for "freedom from politics' has taken extreme forms. This
trend is reflected in school board election patterns, where board ‘hembers may
be elected for unpald six year terms by less than ten percent of the eligible
voters of the total community. Ironically, many educators have found that
"freedom from politics' has become a separate bureaucratically determinad
system for collecting and distributing community resources. (Warden, 1980)

PR L

. “he change from an agricultural to.an urban socliety has produced special-
ization, another dividing wedge between local governments and school districts.
As community functions have become more differentiated, each institution has
more narrowly defined its responsibtlities Since community gmembers' lives
are not similarly segmented, specialization has led to the growing and serious
problem of coordinatfon of services., As a tesult, local governments and school
districts are now facing these common problems

1. The erosion of publis confidence in their ability to perform
institutional functions; -

[
The simultaneous decline in resources and increase in the num-
ber and diversity of issues for which each institution is accodnt-
able; * :

.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

v

—

An increasing number of citizens who are frustrated by
complex depersomalized institutlons, and who are now de-
manding a return of somd sense of con;rol and greater
PeSpOnSiVGHEbS to their needs,

.

An intreaﬂlné heterogeneity of constituency, and
The growing complexity of managing local governments and
school districts. (Otls, 1980)

In the context of these issueg, a locai Cormunity Education Pgonram was
initiated in Austin, Texas 1n 1973 This report coatains a case study of an
organLzed citizen group, a local government, and a school district which came
together:in Austin to develop a better quality of community life through
Community Educati At each stage of the model's development,« cormon throad
of experiences 1$L}nd, itizens, the City and the School Drstrict wach
holding a piece of the answer to how, community resideuts live and learn.
Through the development of on going Community Educaticn goal-negotiating and
problem-solving struétures, the resources of each are effectively integrated
to resolve préssing community concerns. The reswltihg model is one of Com-
munity Education, rather than communjty schools.  Specifically, the report |
will describe-, .S

_The urban .setting in which the model was conceived .

4
The#Community Education Program's beginning in the barrio
and its expansion to suburbs;

. .

The creation and dymanics of citizen involvement in Comm&lity
Education,

~_ .
The consortium structure for Yoimt decision-making,

The operation of the Community Education Program,
- I

The administrative issues that arose and their joint resolution;

. , - ~
The program results and benefits; and

An assessment of future issyes facing the Austin model.
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"COMMUNITY EDUGATION: AN OVERVIEW OF AUSTIN AND ITS MODFI
-

s
-

-
Definition of Comgunity Education
* - R >
et PhilipW lark, writing with Edward Olsen in Life-Centgring Education,
highlights siv cvssential features of Community Educatipn: i
»’

.
’

systematic involvement of communityv members of
all ages in.the educational process. . .maximum utiliza-
tion of all human; physical and financial resources.
stresses inger-institutional and agency coordinatien and
cooperation. . .recognizes that lamrning is life-long.
advocates democratic involvement of all community’ members
in prohdem-solving. . .stresse’s that educational cyrriculum,
programs and services should be comyunity orlerited. '
% . : .
To clarify further, the term "Community Education'y refers to a process of
community involvement, in neighborhood problem solving, while the term ""Com—
munity Schodl" mean public school designated' to house educational, recrea-
tional, cultural and social service programs. Commdnity Education in Austin
encompasses all these concepts, combining’ the elements into patterns compatible
with individual communtties. Because of the Gity's metropolitan slze, Com-
munity Educatfon d4s neighborhood based. ., By the term: 'neighborhood,” we mean a
geographic area with a distinct identity, as defined by tradition qnd*Or
geographic characteristics, with approximately 10,000 to 25,000 residents.
Since the Greek City-States were formed more than 2,000 years ago, people have
found that in communities of this size, it s possible for individual members’
to have an identity and sense of belonging. Thus, in Austin Community Educa-
* tion is a coalition of community residents and resources directed at impréving
‘ the quality of neighborhood life by increasing opportunities foreeducation
through community development. ( ] .

13 | \
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“Areas of Innovation \“ .

!
During a tén-year pegxiod of development, the Austin program has been
innovative in four respects: » ” ‘

1. Austin is one of a few natlionally recognized urban madels
of Community Education. It is one of two wrban communities
in?tbe United States to be awarded an United States Off{
of. Education grant for model development for-four consecutive
years.~,

Community Fducation in Austin was conceived by a f:t concerned,
neighborhood residents; expanded through citizen iffolvement

to a city-wide level, and {s maintained by citizens providing
leadership at the local, city and national level.

Community Education in Austin is based on a joint city- school
distxict agreement to provide equal fundlng Local tax revenues
‘provide the primary funding for the program. Between 1976 and

\\i979, the state provided approximately five per cent of campus-
Jlevel funding. Since 1979, however, the state's'role has ex-
panded with the passage of the Texas Public Schools Act, which
provides reimhursement for the partial salary of the local
coordinator from Foundation School Funds. Because of the
success of this .model, the program received the 1977 National
Community Education Association ayward for municipal government ¢
involvemént.

Community Education coordinates nelghborhood delivery of ger-
vices by 210 agencles and organizations In accord with neighbor-
h8od priorities. The program annually serves about one-third

of Austin's population in thirteen centers located throyghout
the city. '

+
) ‘f , ,
Austin, Texas: A Metropolitan Setting ~

1

Located in an area of unique beauty and mild*climate, Austin, the state
capital of Texas, has experienced rapid growth throdghout the last two decades.
The Austin Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area fanks among the top 100 in
the, country. Austin's 1978 population of 325,000 represepts an increase of
73 per_ cent since 1960. If the current rate of growth igl maintained, the
ctty’s population will reach 580,000, almost dOUble’EEft irrent total, in the

é

next 15 years !

[ ] hd .
.« .
With the rapid growth from midsize community to metropolis, Austin's popula-
tion characterisfics.are also’ changing. The city is located at the crossroads
of western, s and Mexican cultural traditions and values. As such, it
is undergoi terogeneity in its population's age, reglon of
ployment  The tri-ethnic‘Population is currently
one-third Blac Mexican American, but a large influx of Mexican citizens
hag resulted i{n a growing Spanish-speaking community. Two armed forces bases

ERI
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.with many foreign-born dependents also contribute to an athnically)mixed popu-
lation. Nattopatr pubidorty r-xi—(w Austin R city with "the lowest cost ot
Piving” and "W ieat desirability arong commumities of fts s1/e” has attracted
a Tirge rotgfe ont comruhit o ow D es several formerls nortneaste yn-bhased
.

right tndagtrics,
LT . /

In the context of rapid demographie cha /c, traditional communication
~uthods are detvriorating. At the nnlghborb2§d level, the mom and pop-grocerv
and the local drug store are gone. In the new suburban communities, there ts
Hu stablPohed, trusted leadership. As a result of thesce trends 1n the early
1970's, many Austin citizens ersperignced a decreasing sense of neignborhood.
Identificatien with the larger community was ambiguous, and many residents
feit unable to communicate with institutiens of influencing their lives
(\ustin Tomorrow, 1976) ,

The Austin Irvnpuﬂdént Schocl Diotriet and the (1. of Austin are sepa-

political and dimmistrative hodies with peneralls v riapolraTeeo)rg-
Shic bhoundaries The ity has 1 council-marager form o! povernTint, with -1x

wumc 1]l members and a maver (lected at large every two vears, Jand a1 mani-

er oappeinted by othe {ouncil The School Beoard 1s ¢ledted ﬂfjlﬂrdl‘fﬂr‘ﬁtﬂt—
Tl S1Y=—¥eAr telms %ho Sihonl Mistrict became politicall, indepundent ‘rem
tne initiitior ot (omruntty Educatior in 1979, there was onl' one reooried
joint Teeting ol the City Councal and School Bpard to work (ugcthui to solte

CuTITOn O erns,
4

tragit.onally, Austin is an education-oriented cormunity In addition to
the primar, and sccondary scheols, the city is the horme of the Umiversitv of
Tesas and f1se otter colleges and universitics. These institutions have a
combined enroliment of more than 60,000, i

The school listrict operates 86 sclools with a 1979-80 buapet of" 3136
niilion Scnool system financing is derived from state (4347), local ad valorem
tar (487), and foderal (87) sources The staff of 7,314 employevs 1s compar-
able in s1ze to tnat ~f the City of Austin. Sixty~threc per cent of last
year's high school graduates went on to higher education, and during the 1G80-
8lwschool year, 574,082 students, 377 Anglo, 267 Wexigaﬁ—Awerxnan and 177 Black,
Wwill be apoo i : 4 L ew dusepresation plan

-

Since the early 19707s, citizen participation 1n parent groups (PTA, PTO)
has been on the decline. The "show and tell' approach to comunits relations
at open houses, back-to-s hool nights and carnivals did little to foster broad-
ly based community 1avalverment and commitment to educattom, As commrtty
problems impactini the school mountbd, both the community and the school
district desired to go begond citizen participgtion to citisen involvement and
commitment

Withi rhe oo 0 ol Avetan’s arewrh o and overall v, o 1rrenal atraton-
ment, 1t 1s 1ronic that 18 per cent of its population ranked below the poverty
level in 1976, Almost one-fifth of Austin's population in 1970 (44,887 out of
250,000) was functionally illiterate The California Achievement [est
revealed dramatic differences in the achievement level of Black and Mexican-
American students when compared to the total population. *

4
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As an 1nstitution, the City of "Austin, 1s equal to, {f not greater than
the school distric€ #n e amount of resources it allocates. Amonglxts many
functions, thg (ity yovernment operates a hospital, a utility company, twelye‘.
recgedtion centers and five medghborhood cegters. In addition, the Austin’
Pq*é’ndn Recreation Department (PARD) 1s nationally recognized for its
#ac 1¥1es, programs and staff., Planning ny city deparfments was prinaril. ,

cespralagot borfna. tae carl, 1970, the trarsition, irom a traditional -
uéf{"— Tt IRSTIY DU or Lo o Teat cmipmy tmnditanle, Vaghls - 1

wrsv v rgtes il v Tare DUnoe it rocard tooplanni, .

~ Ty

Mals for the city's future. Dhring the process, program leaders found
that there wds a lack of acquaintance among citizens, apd even neifhbors fre- .
quently expressed ggclings of anonymity and concern abofit the lack of control
over thelr personal and cormunity life. The final report, Austin Tomorrow .
Geals, was submitted to the City Council by the 167-member Goals Assembly in
May, 1975. -“Thg/ recommendations included decentralization,of services, more |
citizen lnput into governmental operations, and 1nlreased use of publié $chool
facilities; e

Many nfw Fesidents expegiénced difficulty in the resources available to
them., City social services primarily served low income communities, ledaving
middle-class citizens with verv few services. Thus, the rapid changes in
Austin's populaYion brdught pressure on both the city and school district to '\
increase their regponsiveness to diverse and changing citizen needs, Citizens
expressed a need for greater input into planning, better utilization of
Austin's abundant resourres, an enhanced sense of gommunity. At the sare time,
unfortunatecly, joint planning structures for resolving common congerns between
the two maJ%r institutions were minimal.

These cormunity. forces were to forge the shape of Cormunity Education in
Austin as 1t grew from a group of concerned neighborhood residents and cormynity
agency representatives to a national mbdel. . .

!
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City of
Austin

SECTION 11

CRITICAL PIECES IM CREATING
THE COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM IN ALSTIAN

»

"“The beginning 1s tne ~ost lrportant part of the work -- -

'

1 .
Develoé&?g a new prograr is [fixe work:ing adpuzzle. Ir retrospect, it 1s
possible to ident:f. p1e v thay/ fir *rn,etrer U Tdke ale il o Communit Bdu-
cation program “Work.

[N
In 1968, the 1nne -ci@y Becker neighbornood,
faced with ove rwhelmifg problems, was 1n a state
of early decline. 5 in many L S clties, the
neighborhood's popGlation hiad shifted repidly,
from an 82 per gént Anglo communitv in 1960 ta a » | L o
. predominantly Mexican-American community, with _ s - ,;;;u -
sprinklings gf Black and Angio rinorities, 1n i — ey
. e R
1976. tiye o,

\ P e — g
v mgepeader $¢
afally ‘classified by the L.S. Department o

of Housingland Urban Development (HUD) as "a po-
tential slum area' because of predominaritly poor
and deterlorating housing, the Becker neighborhood seemed headed for hardcore
poverty status, Already it had achieved, the dubious distinction of having the.
second-~highest crime rate In the city. TVcnty ‘three per cent of the neighbor—
hood children and teenagers had dropped out of school, while approximately
one-third of the adults had completed less than eighth grade. Between,196

.
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and 1972, reported delinquency amomnyg elementgry school children increased 100
per cent and that of high schotl age youth gfew by 175 per cent ¥

In 1968, a staff person from Child a Service, which 1s a Llrniteds
way agencv, was charged with deter—ining ¢ trategy {or address:ing
problems of family breakdown. She nepan resddents and cdruntty
agencies about thelr view of these problems, cover™d that noth .1itize-s
and professionals were concerned with the

tnriorgting .ondit
Tne staffs o7 spcial and educational apencies t belicve they oon
s

the nelghborhood's problems because »f 1nadenuate resources and, besi ‘es,
wasn't their job."» Cormunity residents, certalin thev did not nave tn. nower tc
chan.e things were,reluctant to get involved The consefsus was clearl Trs

solut1or was reallv "noosdy's for” no rcne had sufficiont resourctes too.iTpact
tne elg.naraond’s prosles crime, unersloment, family broarcowm, oo
areop..ts, cengestiorn, e rating rousing, ind 1~ ecuca‘’i.r jevel

: twemt gt <t TuaTe
Seuker area fesilents Jar«ie "monnd. 's 1gh

At Cn.lzZ and Fam:

up inzluded skeptica re planniny to ~ove o

They agreeld :pstead o sta. for

ntns to see if group e 1=nrove comrunitv conditions. The
the principal

¢lerdntar, school, a-represertarive of the Texas Department of Menta

amd Mental Hetardation, a business™an, severa. —inisters, the neiy

hood postman, and tnree “rusewives Thus the South iusrin Neighhorrtood ©

was {ormed  Thyld and Faril, Bervice secured a small grant froz the Hogs
Fouradation f.r Me-~tal Healtn to provize staff assistance for the group

i
i

so0n as trey could

rts were Jolned by ¢ oparkg and recreatien -taff ~ewber,

Trere's a groap Lut tnere at Becker Stuth Alstin
Neighborhood Coun-~il, and that group ~oncerned abuat
ali the sos-~ial provlems tnat existed low=-income
neighboorhooci.

dow 4o ;5. 1tta .k all tnese prodlems
7 r
sizle” .
M WeTe tAIKIT AN L.ttt o o arienm o ar s o g

1

changing tne attitudes of minorities towards t’e eduratidnal
svstem, reaiizing tre ~{nority parents are produ-ts of a sc-
gregated systenm What they had seen of schools 41l not make
them feel very good about schools And we' found that this
attitude was detrimental in many wavs in breaylﬁg the poverty
cycle, gettfng robs, health, getting pecple involved in
community ~wark, rust about evervthing.

va_spoke about how t: ise the schools, since the prohlem
::;\Pnutatfbn‘ Since thev're just «itting there all

summer and everv evening, how could we use them” What kind
of program would we w~ant from,the schools” So from there,

the committee hegan to work with the schools, and began fo
look at various kinds of curriculum
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Then, when Jack Davidson (school superintendent) came to a
meeting, he said, "Well, I wouldn't be opposed to a pilot
cotmunity school project.”

That was my first awareness of the term, "community school.”

So we began to work on getting some funds, and then we saw 4
that movie, ( To Touch a Childg about the Flint Prbject.

we all got very excited and saill, "This ig what we've been
looking for'" . !

And that's more or Mess the way it started, (Manuel Navarro,' 1978)

From 1971 to 1973, the South Austin Nelghborhood Council and the school”
administration negotiated the plans for Austin's first community school. The
Council feared becoming "a typical school committee’ which would rubber stamp
school decisions. The School District, on the other hand, was concerned that
neighborhood control would usurp the role of the School Board. The resulting
resolution called for the South Austin Neighborhood Council to serve in an
advisory eapacity regarding problem administra!ion, but gave them decision-
making authority regarding needs assessment, priorities, program evaluation,
and neighborhood problem resolution. The aocuncil would operate within the
framework of school board policy. A critical factor in reaching the settle-
ment was that a seasoned and trusted principal of the neighborhood elementary
school felt Community Education could work. She supported the concept that
the school belonged to the people of the community for their use. . '

. The Center for Community Education at Texas A & M Unlversity assisted the
Cquncil in developing a project proposal that subsequently was funded by the
Texas Education Agency under Title IIT of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act. After the School District received funding approval, the staff
member from fhild and Family Services agreed to serve as the community school ‘s
first coordinatoY. Because of a significant salary reduction, the coordinator
had a tacit undetstanding that the job was only temporary, until the project
became an integral part of the School District A task expected to take six
months was to take six years.

Initial, community and s¢aff support for the new program was strong. As
the principal deseribed the working relationship with the coordinator, there
was

.no power gtruggle or attempt to set up a pecking order. -
We cpmplemented each other. As I look back gn {t, I realize
principals have a real possesdiveness concerning the schools.
.Sometimes they're hesitant go trust their building to
another person because what it all boils down to is the
principalg$s responsible for what happens at that school. So
' the princlipal and thdfcoordinator have to have & relatibnship
built on trust. (Edith Mullins, principal, 1978) . -

A household survey of ‘the community residents was conducted by 40 volun-
eers,’and the new coordinator used the information to set up a program that
1nc1udeq a presch051 program, parent education, after-school enrichment for
youth, group counseling for pre-delinquent teens, and adult education., In
January 1973, eighteca classes began, initiating the Community Education pro-
gram in Austin. During the first year of operation, all teachers were
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volunteers or on,loan from an agency. Because of limited fumds, the coordi-
pator and secretary served as teachers, custodians, and administrators.

Nonetheléss, the fledgling program had a solid organizational fou tion.
From ite inception in 1969 until 1973, the South Austin Neighborhood*€6uncil
and its staff had been active in greating a sense of neighborhood, one with
purposeful cohesion. The Council members had moved from "helping out” the 4
coordinator with lots of advice to assuming responsibility fov the problem—
solving process. Issues addressed by the Council expanded in complexity from
cleaning a:vacant lot to litigation for street paving\nd *parks. The energy
and effectiveness of the Council members attracted agency staff members who
were often incorporated into mewbership. THe biggest community problem the
Council overcane, however. was nelighborhood apathy rooted both in fear and in
feeling that a person's life was externally controlled.

At first, only nelghbornood leaders or the most daring residents would
attend classes. Most only came to look Classes were as informal as possible
Students brought food for the school-wide coffee break where they shared their
learning experlences. Gradually, the barrier of fear and suspicion toward
the neighborheod school was cracked; school staff membens established themselves
and the school as worthy of trust, and eventually, became a part of the extend-
ed family networks within the neighborhood. Although brochures were distrib-
uted, the best cormunicatioh was by word of mouth--»etween families, among
friends, children telling their parents. After leaders "tested the water' and
encouraged otrerg, 1,253 people of all ages participated In programs during
the first year. Once the cormunity got involved, the major obstacle for the
staff was convincing adults and kids that they could succeed and they could
control thelr lives by what they did.

'As the community schocl changed from a vision into a reality, the concept
of unified neignbornood lerision making and concerteg action was gradually in-
corporated into the neighborhood tradition. Pride in ownership in the school
was great. The bLﬂOOl vecame tre focal polnt for neighborhood integration.
Resldents furnished the tiny office with curtains, rugs, and used furniture--
creafing a nom¢, atmospnere, The staff promoted the schoal as a home to reduce_
aiienation. Parents becam¢ involved in sharing their family traditions; for
exarple, the assistant cootdlnator, in the process of recteating Mexican
¢raditional dances and ¢ustoms for her own children, established a children’s
Mexican dance troupe Participation in the new communitv school proved to be
many adults’ first experience with public education since they had dropped out
of school /ears vefore, or since their children had last gotten into trouble.

Building the neighcorhood‘s trust in Commhnity Education was only half the
problem. The regular faoulty also had to change its attitude toward the com-
munity. Community school classes were being held in the afterndons and even-
ings, in classrooms used by the regular staff during the day. The transition
was not an easy one to make, and there were dboth “immediate problems and immedi-
ate successes. Mrs Mullins recounted the ipcremental phasing in of the innova-
tive program to minimize faculty resistance:

' One of the hardest t%ings was selling the f 1ty on the .
ideas. An in-service training sess#on wag held for the -
faculty, and they were shown the film concerning Cqmmunity
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. Bducation in Flint, Michigan, To Touch a Child. WheA =~ . .
they saw the film, they nodded and said, "That sounds

good." But when I said, "That's what we are going to ’

. do at Becker,”" there were immediate protests.

.
We chose to use the rooms of teachers I knew would e the
most gooperative, but we couldn't use just ahy rooms--the
. furniture had to be big enough for adults. And we needed
a place that was well-lighted. What we called the 'new
wing,” a newer pﬁrt of the building, was the logical place
to have {t. It was dounstairs, rest rqoms were convenient,
and there were several big, open-area rooms that had
actually been built befg{e the era of open classrooms.

I had a team of three very good teachers working“in that
area, and I approached them—-1 just left the rest of the
faculty out of it for the time. They agreed to aharix
their rooms 1f I would agree to replace any materials that
were stolen qr borpéwed or misplaced. ‘I felt ldke I
could do this, so this was wheré we started our GED classes. .
(Mullens, 1978) '
. 7/
In April 1974, a significant breakthrough added a vital resource flor the '
many unemployed residents of the community. The South Austin Nelghborhood
Council sought and received an IBM Community Assistance Awatrd of twenty electric
. typewriters and tén transcribers, enabling the cdordinator to add an office
skills component to the Community School program. 4Later the Council secured
a full-time instructot through a vocational education grant from the Texas
-Education Agency. Together these components provided the fledgling grass roots
effort that ga%ned legitimacy for the community #chool within the broader
community. . -~
Furthermore, the impact of the Coumunity Education program on the elemen-
tary school did not go unnotliced. Prior to Community Education, only eight
parents had beenf active in school affairs. The principal noted:
I3 ’
The parents came in greater numbers and were more comfortable
,in coming to the school to discuss problems or concerns. The
children whose parents were attending community school glasses
f were proud and had an increased interest in school. (Mullens, 1978)

o Significantly, two years after Cogmunity Education began, school vandalism rates
had dropeed by 300 per cent. .
As a result of the growing support for the Communi Education program
among administrators and the community, the Austin School Board officially
tecognized the accomplishments of the South Austin Neighborhood Council and
the community school in May 1974 by adopting a resolutiom supporting the com-
munity schodl philosphy. The School Board included gwo provisions in the
resolution that had great importance for the Afuture,of the Community Education
program. First, they approved the school administra:ion g recommendation to
expand Community Education to a second school. Sgcond, they mandated the for-
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mation of a'broad-based citizen's task force to study implementation qﬁ Comi-
munity Education in Austin.

N L '

Expanding to the Suburbs: Support or Selling Out?

The second site chosen as a community school
campus was the new Cook ElementdYy School in north ,ﬁ’”
Austin. This selection, in June, 1974, was sur- ‘“J

prising to most observers 3nd met some resistance, ///A//r

primarily because of e great difference in the

Cook neighborhood profile, as compared to that of p

Becker. At first some Becker residents wondered / -l

if the staff had '"'sold out" the concept; several e

Cook residents, on the other hand, yere not cer- " keste e Aastie
tain they wanted a cqmmunity schoo]ﬁin their ~ Indogwatent Loheel,
area, feeling it might ''taint" the neighborhood's —~— \\3222//

middle-class image.

4

The Community Education staff, however, felt that the patterns establish-
ed during the first three years would determine the program's future. The
early expansion to the suburbs was important in demonstrating the potentially
broad application of community education within Austin neighborhoods. It was .
necessary to counter the possible stereotyping of the Community Education con-
cept to a low-income community. As a result, the staff had taken into
account three major considerations in selecting the second site:

1. It was important to demonstrate the validity-of the program
in more than one kind of neighborhood. Experiences with
federal programs had demonstrated that innovations which

. can't be universalized often die due to lack of adequate
support.

2. Beginning in a newly built school, Community Education -
could become an integral part of the regular school programs .
and curridculum, altering the concept of Community Edfication
as an "add-on curriculum for léftout learners."

3. The principal, a belfever in community involvement, was an

articulate spokesman for programs which worked well, and his
opinion was respected among fellow administrators.

The Cook neighborhood was growing rapidly. Between 1970 and 1976, the
population increased by 93.2 per cent in this new, predominantly Anglo, middle-
to upper-middle-income suburb in Austin. Rapid turnover in population accom~
panied this growth, as employees of IBM and Texas Instruments, as well as
military personnel from Bergstrom Air Force Base, transferred iu and outr of the
area regularly. As a consequence, the area lacked the sense of community .
which some residents felt that Community Education could help thew achieve.
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Howeyer, the very factors that set the Cook neighborhood apart from the *
Becker neighborhpod also proyed to make it receptive to Community Educatjon.
Because it was a newly developed area, it was cut off from many of the social
and cultural services available in other parts of the city, The residents'
rapid mobility had further alienated many families, intensifying their need
for » gathering sport for exchange, support, and friendship.

Because of tire generally high epucational level of Cook reshlmts, educa-
tion was viewed very positively. Adults responded favorably to the Community
Education concept because they were eager to have ‘enrichment opportunities and
services available both for themselves and for their children. 1In fact, be-
cause they lacked the typical Becker resident's relectance to reenter the learn-
ing process, and because they viewed education as a path to upward mobility,
rather than the source of failure.and embarrassment, Cook community members came
out in oves. In the first year of operation, Cook outdistanced Becker's out-
standin:fenrdllment record. Planning activities, however, progressed more slow-

ly. With the lack of neighborhood cohesion,.area residents found it difficult .
to conceptualize a "community,” and to take responsibility for making it a

reality. ) b 3
,

v

The Community Education Task Force: A Cormunity Power

Task Force Formation and Integration -

~ T
After classes at Cook began, the Austin arcte /i".

School Board appointed the Community Education wotne Lt

Task Force--28 citizens from a cross-section of 4 \,;?

the major civic, business, and minority organiza- Cotreriom

tions~-to examine the two pilot projects and make YA \

recommendations about developing a district-wide N C/\ %

Community Education program The task force was Tt

to represent each segment of the community, from dutis

the "establishment’ to the "liberal," from senior

leader to emerging leader. Before appointments

were made, the project coordinatpr recommended to

the Board a slate of nominees b;ied on an analy- A

sis of commuﬁ?ty power clusters within geogiaphic, ethnlc, professional, labor

and‘civic groups, as well as boards of Jirectors of key agencles.

\/*\,.\_/ Aestin
ndepengasi Seheat
Distriet

She then met with each potential task force member to determine Interests,
motivation, talents and any special condictions influenciq{dhis or her partici-
pation. Most persons interviewed agreed to serve representdng a specific com-
munity group. A mixture of factors persuaded nominees to participate: the pro-
ject's short-term nature, curiosity about its novel approach, and an ability to
clearly see how they could contribute to this significant project.

Experience in neighborhood councils had demonstrated to the project coordi-
nator that titizens are easily, if unintentionally, intimidated and rendered in-~
effective by articulate professionals with better access to information. It had
already taken two to three years of training and experience in working together
to bring about the appropriate citizen/professional balance in the existin&
neighborhood council. Therefore, if the 'commynity" in Community Education
was to have meaning, citizens neaded to assume the primary leadership at
this point in ... development process Ldter, the task force would be joined
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iby agency exécutives, serving as consultants, but citizen particlipants had to
” overcome some barriers before the group could function effectively.

Because appointed members reprdsented groups of diverse geographic, social,
‘economic. and ethnic backgrounds, the first activities were aimed at increas'ing
members' awareness of their cormmonalities and interdependence, and at develop-
ing confidence in their capacity to work together. Meeting in informal rset- ‘
tings, eating food prepared by members, and discussing motivation and goals for
working on the task force all helped bring the group closer together.

Next, the citizens divided into three groups, according to their indivi-
dual interests, to study: 1) needs and goals, 2) administration, and 3) finance.
Wwithin these committees, members tended to be more similar in background or
perspective than the task force as a whole. An exedutive committee strove to
weave the work of the committees together and to identify conflicts that re-
quired resolution. Momentum within the 8roup built as Ruth Ruiz, a representa-
tive of the city-wide Parent-Teacher Association organization, recalled:

Committees worked hard, but attendance at meetings was not

v a problet. The group was superb'! Everybody came--there was
nobody that missed a meeting' And ygu didn't want to miss .
one elther, because you didn't want be the one to break ¢

that chain of atrendance. (Ruif, 1978)

o )

Agency Involvendent With The Task Force

Within the school district and other agencies there existed a fear that
Community Education would take away resources and develop competing, and per-
haps more successful programs. For this reason, while the task force was form-

nad a potential stake in Community Education. School department directors and
chief executive officers of 19 agencies were asked by the project coordinator

to participate in the task force planning. Officlals agreed that participation
would not be delegated to a lower-level staff member until after the plannfng \,~
phase was-completed, thus assuring more comparable status In decision-making.

The group of agency directors Intentionally was kept large, in order to prevent

one or two agencies from controlling the group's direction. For some a inis-
trators who had operated primarily within the framework of their own organiza-
tions, the meetings were uncomforiable and in retrospect greater attention

to group training in cooperative decision making “would have been helpful.

\\\ ing, the project coordinator dgtermined which agenclies and school departments

Two approaches in working with agentles, ever, proved critical to the
development of successful working gelations: 1) developing a satisfactory ,
definition of Community Education's functions, and 2) establishing a positive
pattern of conflict resolution. &‘\\

Community Education’s functions were defined by the project coordinator in
a manner which emphasized its unique, yet complimentary, nature in roglrd to
agency goals, thus removing the program from suspicion as a direct competitor.

The program, as outlined, would increase use of school facilities by providing
a staff person to supervise decentralized programs provided by agencies and
departments. This would enable agencles tg expand their programs without
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additional contruction costs, provided that neighborhoods define the agencies’

. servic as priority needs. Neighborhood organizational and planning was also
initiaiiy viewed with some suspicion ('"Community Education telling us about
what we should do"), but'was tolerable, if the benefits from the use of s.wxd E
facilities could be actualized. The project coerdinator negotiated verbal
agreements Insuring that the Community Education program would not provide
a competitive or duplicated program unless an agency was unable or uninterested
in meeting needs identified by neighborhood residents., The definition of Com-
munity Bducation which evolved was complementary and not competitive, thus
minimizing the need for agency or department power plavs.

A successful pattern for résolving interagency conflict related to Com-
munity Educatioﬁ further established confidence in working cooperatively. The
conflict resolution pattern, either present or acquiged during this process,
can berdescribed as follows:

1. All major stake holders (citizens, agencles, and school de-
partments) were involved in defining and allocating new
services to be provided by the Community Education prdgram:

2. The succeds of each agency was vIdwed to some extent as a’/’
function of the behavior of the others;

- o
3. A consensus was reached that more desirable outcomes might
be achieved through negotiations. among all the major
agencies and citizens than through individual efforts:

4. The scope of the negotliation was a range of outcomes yielding
gains for all sides. Side issues not mutually productive did
not receive initial consideration;

5. Citizens were considered the program "owners" while professfonals
the program facilitators, and

6. The project coordinator role was to maximize opportunities
for equal participation between agencies or between pro- .
fessional and citizens through equal access to information
and individualized assistance with group processes.

Thus agency directors provided invaluable information in planning strategles
toward prograe development,

Because of central involvement of other aggncies in shaping the direction
of Community Education, duplication of services was avoided and ownership of
the emerging program was expanded. After one-and-a~half months of weekly orien-
tation meetings and administrative planning, agency directors agreed to serve
as consultants and provide needed information to the citizen's task force com-
mittees.

Jn working with the task force, the project cooglinator found agency and
citizen participants each presenting different challenges which had to be met
before a product was possiblé. Within the agency group, some administrators,
perhaps correctly, viewed working with other agencles strictly as resolving con-
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flicts of Interest, with each party attempting to maximize its own 'share of

the plg." Gains for one were viewed as losses by the others. At times, anti-
cipated:loss of resources resulted in the use of manipulative control tactics.

The project coordinptor's task was to help define situations where agency v
directors could simultaneously attain individual objec'tives or, at least,

where the gain ‘of one party did not represent a lo to the other. Simply

stated, the agency adrinistrators learned to thfnf;:ot as Independent, self-

reliant entities, but as an interdependent, collaborative network with the o

same goal--promoting a better community life

Cooperative workjng relationships continued to develop at different rates,
with little or no progress from some agencies and school department heads.
Each change of key personnel reguired new relationship development, the success
of which varied with the administrator's flexibility and ability to use
interdependence sto his agency's advantage. Each time 1t required the coordina-
tor's concrete deronstration of good faith and extensive risk taking.
A Y

Alternative Models Considered by the Community Education Task Force
. e
The task force examined in detail four models oftzbhmunlty Education
graphically represented on the next page, before reaching its conclusion as
to the appropriate direction for Austin.

The School DistrictfModel. The tvpical Community Education model, where
the school district serves as tne local administrator and operator ot a Com-
munity Education program, was examined first. Prograhs administered by ‘school
districts had several apparent weaknesses. First, in spite of extensive doai-
mented evidence of thd overriding importance of the home and community to
student's learning, school districts often define education as schooling--a
process of knowledge dgé%emination and reception which occurs in a classroom
between teachcrs and sfudents, ages 5 to 18 years old Therefore, a program -
which organized resources for the tétal educationafl needs of a child, his N
family, and his neighborhood was frequently considered as '"add on,” only
tangentially related to the primary purpose of the school district. Second,
compunity involvement in school districts traditionally consisted of ohe-way
dissemination of information, rather than a mutual sharing in the problem-
solving process where both the community and the school have distinct but
equally important and permancnt roles to play. Finally, if a school district
was the sQle administrator, Community Education projects were more likely to
choose the easlest administrative path and deliver services directlw, rather
than coordinate and maximize the délivery of existing commuypity resources.

’

Local Government Model. Next, a city-operated Community Education program
was reviewed. The main advantage of this approach was that citlies have a tradi-
tion of working and concentrating with numerous institutions for citizen parti-
cipation and joint problem resolution. However, community members on the task
force expressed concern that they not become too closely tied to city govern-
ment. This, they felt, would insure an independent voice concerning the needs
of the community and possible solution strategiles.
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FOUR MODELS FOR COMMUNI# EDUCATION REVIEWED.
) - BY THE TASK FORCE

-

CITIZENS-CITY-SCHOOL DISTRICT
MODEL
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Citizen Non profit Corporation. The third wodel examined was'that of Com—'
munity Education as a non profit corporation, funded bv multiple institutions
and overseen by a citizen board. ,The non-profit model offered the potential
for increased responsiveness to citizen needs as well as a simpler pattern of
administration. 1t did not, however, ‘provide a significant possibility for
intluencing either the school district toward a broader definition of education
or the city toward a more effectdve dellvery of services in response to needs
expressed by citizens. Furthermore, management bv the school district was
deemed ver} 1mportant, dJdue to potential resistance of principals and stiffs to

"outsiders" using the bulldings. Findlly, it was thought that a non- profit
corporation might not have the stability and permanence that other traditional
institutions could provide.

Citizen-City-School District Model. In an effort to combine the best
£catures of the various mode a fourth approach was carefully considered--a
cltizen-c1ty-school district del.” With this system, the citizens would bé re-
sponsible for determining program goals and assisting in coordinating city,
school district, and community resources. The City and School District would
be responsible for management, resource planning, and finance. Since the pro-
foram could operate effectively under only one set of policies and procedures,
and 3ince use of school facilitles-was necessary, it was agreed that the School
District should be the administrative agent [N

The citizen-city-=~chool district approach had several advantages. First,

_most of the relevant problems of children, familles, and neighborhoods were

the responsibility of either the Schel District or the City. Therefore,
resources could be coosdinated more easily without further duplication of ser-
vices. Construction of new city facilities could be reduced by better use of
school facilities. 1In 1976, construction cost of a recreation center, neigh-
borhood center, or neighborhood health center was $1-58 million, with annual
operating costs of  about $50,000, 1In addition, even with no further program
expansion, utility costs in existing facilities were ballooning by ten per cent
annually. The task force concluded that since the School District was, in the
business of education, its expertise and resources coéuld provide educational
leadership for Community Education. The City was, on the other hand, in the
"community"” businesq and could focus its energles toward physica¥ improvements
and enhancing the "quality of life." Therefore, a Citizen-City-School District
model was the alternat1ve preferred by the task force

white recognizing the logic and merit of the ¢itjzen-tity-school district
approach; the task force also was aware that it 1s sometimes difficult for ‘.
large Institutions to work jointly, and even more difficult for institutions
to remajn responsive to-citlzen needs, Since citizens, as taxpayers to both
the city and school district, stood to gain maximum benefit from this approach,
it was determined that citizens should continue to have an lmportant central /
role in this relationship. Thus, the task force spelled out in detail a ¢pn-

“tinuing role for citizens as policy advisors, community advocates, and monitors

of community goal accomplishmey ,both at the neighborhood level and at thc-’f
district level.
Al
Involvement of the county government also was consldered at this point
The «onwensus, however, was that tne management complexi\y of three large
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bureaucracies and three sets of elected officlials might overwhelm the new Com-

munity Education project The county could be asked to participate at a later .
point

s

Steps in The Task Force Progess .

Initially, the task force met as a whole to determine the need for Com-
munity Education 1n Austin. Information from a variety of sources formed .
the group’'s working data base--the Austin‘ig@orrow Goal®, informal attitudinal
surveys of "community groups represented on the task force, needs identified by
agencies, and City and School District demographic data. Thus, committees
began work with a common perception of the needs

The actual steps followed by the task force may be useful to Cormunity Edu-
cation practitioners working with various citizen groups Thev are as follows®

1. Mandate and deadline--The superintendent wrote ecach tast ‘oroe
memper a letter stating the group's purpose and expressing his
apprgciation for their service. At the first task force meet-
ing, he reiterated his charge, outlined the task at hand, and
requested reports within a three-month time llmii,

2. Maximum exthange of information--Task force discussion topics
included perceived needs and benefits, how resources could be
maximii‘p for each agency or group, resistance points existimg
within and between agencies, how agencies and groups could be
more effectively evaluated by thelr reference groups, and

+ similar matters. When disagreements arose, the task was to
state essential needs, giving the appropriate supportive in-
formation, then list and explore solutions, rather than counter-
ing with excuses or limitations. Maintaining the zroup's
focus on problem statements rather than ''solutions” was dif-
ficult but essential tp generating alternatives -

3 Development of an idealized design--Each tack force mether
franslated problems into statements of ideal conditions, ex-
tended concepts of feasibility, and finally achieved an uncer-
standing of the perspective of other group memhers This
made 1t possible to reach a consensus later An Important
product emerged from this process, neither City nor school
Districp staff would have considered a joint Community Edu-
cation Program feasible. However, as-broader perspective
was bpdught into focus by the task force, this design clearly
provided the greatest number of solutions to problems. By
focusing on loﬂg term objectives, the idealized design Jﬁproach
used by the task force generated the required congensus to
mobilize a collective effort for Community Educatlon in Austin.

4, Search for alternéf!!e solutions—-Each committee reviewed
other community models along with Austin's patterns and
traditionefor meeting community needs At this stage, the
vilidity of constraints was carefully scrutinized.

-]
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5. Selection of the ptéferred alternative--The final balance .
- of payoffs destred by stakeholders (the Gity, School District,
agencies, and citizens) in the plan was as equally distributed .
as possible, not opdy to gain immediate' acceptence but also to
- maintain long term motivation for project cqntinuance. , Even
aftér extensive information exchange, it was found that the
predictability of behavior on the part of all parties was
still not a certainty. Therefore, in order for the necessary
commitments to be made, the citizens, school district and
city had at some point to take a "step of faith" in the form
of written agreement. 4
- . .
6., Reeping problems solved—-The task force realized that a
viable Community Education project would require continued
efforts to lve problems, since e¢hanging conditions (schdol
' board or city council elections, changes in key administrative
pegsonnel or tizen leaderghip) tend to umsolve problems

wHih previously have been solved. Therefore, an ongoing

By would be essential in order to: 1) monitor results,
2) dompgre formulated expectations with actual performance,
" and 3) continue information flow for resolution of differences.

Additionally, adequate records of solutions, contrac®s, and
documents would be necessary. To encompass these function,

‘ the task force recommended a Citizeng Consortium to continue
and expand the efforts of the task force.

In recommending the Consortium, the task force considered communication
an®informatfon flow between the funding entities. In order to insure direct
cotmunication with policy makers, a School Board member and a City Councilmén
were recommerided as Consortium members. Vertical communication patteruns

. between the neighborhoods and the city-wide consortium were carefully detailed.
COmunication between institutional staff, however, was assumed and therefore
not structured. In addition, procedures were not clearly outlined for defining

. new problems related to the functions of the City and School District which
would be addressed by the Community Education structures. Later, these two
'ﬁe{icits resulted in probleéms of information flow which had to be remedied.

-

) Thus, the task force's intermal operating procedures and processes of
analysis not only generated specific recommendations, but also established Com-
munity Education's future-pattern for problem resolution.

. Task Force Recommendations to City Council and School Board

The task force finance committee, largely composed of businessmen, strong-
.1y recommendéds a joint financing arrangement between the city and the school
district to: 1) maximize the potential for Community Education as a comprehen-
sive city-wide delivery system, 2) save taxpayers' money, and 3) provide better
uge of public facilities. 'Thé entire task force concurred and a delegation
from the task force met with the Mayor to discuss the recommendation. He was
most encouraging, but indicated that the task force would need tq make its

< ndations simultaneously to both the City Council and School Board or the

»
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program would be viewed as belonging merely to the School District. As indi-
cated earlier, the A.1.S.D. Board of Trustees and thé Austin City Council hag
met together only once since April 1955. Typically, formal communication .
between the two “lnstitutions consisted of several top administrators from
each entity meeting only as occasion required? ]

The Mayor telephoned the School Board President to dilcuss the need for
a jd!n; meeting to hear the task force recommendation. Since both individuals
were, by then, strong advocates of Community Education they secured City
Council, School Board, and administration agreement for the joint meeting.’ On
June 13, the School Board anid City Council met at City Hall to hear the task
force repqr%. Forty-£f minutes before the session began, the meeting room
overflowed with‘task force members, representatives of civic organizations, and
citizens who'wanted Compunity Education in their neighborhoods. Several curious
and perhaps somewhat skeptical city and school staff members also attended.
The Maydr, overruling city staff objections, moved the meeting to a 350-person
chamber which filled immediately. The following summarizes the recommendations
of the task force: » '

Finance. The task force chairperson, who was the district manager of IBMM
stated these reasons for recommending joint funding: .
/

Ir is the sincere belief of the Community Education Task
Force that (this). . .is truly a '"commmity" project .
whose success depends upon cooperation and collaboration
between the Austin Independent School District, and Austin
City Council, interested private and public agencies,
institutions. It is only through cocperative efforts agd (
continuing dialogues that duplications of programs and
services by the various helping and service agencles in |
the Austin area will,be @educed through the expanded use
of existing facilities such as elementary schools.

In this manner, the needs of all people pn the community
will be much better served.

v

’

It is recommended that all of the. . .basic costs be
funded through local tax sourceg in order to avoid'being
subjggt to the current uncertainties of federal funding.
The Community Education Task Force therefore recomsends
that the. . .local costs underwriting the proposed 1975-
76. . .program be equally divided between the Austin
Independent School District and the City of Austin.
. (Austin Community Education, 1975 Task Force Report,
p. 25.)
o
o The School District would provide funding for the central administratfon,
but the City and School District would equally divide the cost of each indivi-
dual school operation, including utllities and maintenance. Such program costs '
as teacher salaries and supplies would be supported through tuition, grants,
\\4 and by agencies and departments that wished to‘decentralize services.,
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Goals. One task force member described 'the process of establyshing goals:
v ‘ * .
. A lot wof re!'!‘-{a' lot gf knocking on doors to try to get
" people to tell u . .the direction they ~anted Community
Education to take, occurred before this report was published.
L And even though it is a realistic reflectipn of what the com—
) munities wanted, I thought that gome members of the school
board and the school distrigt administration did not think
.that this (the documented-need statement) was 8 true
picture . . .. It was difficult to get an accurate reading
. of who supported Commmity Education and who did not within
thé power circles. (Ruiz, 1978)
‘ [
Afte‘ the long, arduous data gathering process&the six goals recmded
for the Community Education program were: b

-
' 1. To provide a means whereby the educational, 'Joéa;ional ‘ ~—
avocational, recreational, social, cultural, and service
. needs of neighborhood families and residents of all ages

. may be met on 8 year-round basis. (The Austin Tomorrow
Goals had Ltated, '"Greater use of facilities such
a8 public schools should be made to deliver serviceg and
programs to the neighborhoods." (Austin Tomofrow Goals, |

‘ City of Austin, Y875, p. 17), and e

2. To provide a focal point and facility fof neighborhocd
peaple to come together on a voluntary basis to address
themselves to meeting unmet community-defined needs
through a sharing of one another's talents, skills, and ™
resources, through leadership development and community

problem solving. (The goals report reflected the commun y’
’ i sentiment: '"the emergence of neighborhood organizations
~ : in response to zoning encroachments and other attacks on

. neighborhodéd integrity has been giving neighborhoods en-
nanced political power. This self-representation attempts
to correct a long-standing jmbalamce of power and should
be promoted by city govermment. (Austin Tomorrow Goals,
City of Austin, 1975, p. 69). i

Administration. The task force recommended that the School District fund
<gentral administration costs, Including salaries of a project coordinator, an
‘assistant, a8 research assistant, and a bookkeeper. The task force was explicit
that the administration of the program would be based on expressed neighborhood
needs. Spetifically, the task force expressed the need for a decentralized
decision-making structure which would include residents. The report reads:

the most effective and meaningful way to coordingje
Community Education programs at the local neighborhood «
level 1is through the creation of an advisory neighborhood
Community Education Council . . . which should have a major,
part in assessimg the educational needs of the community,
in establishing priorities at the local level, &nd in ,
offering advice with regardato resoyrces and needs of both
the schools and the community. (Austin Community Educetiom,
1975, Task Force Report, p, 30)

v 4
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A, ba;ancg was agaln struck between the authoritv of the comnrunity and
v e :L“ool The neighborhood councils were to be advisory to the goprdinator,
but would have‘specific and significant responsibilities. To maintain the
balance, (the onsortium) would provide ™ . . the most effective and efficient
way for citizens to be involved in providing input to the administration of
the Compunity Education program at the digtrict-wide level. Each center was
to fe staffed by & full-time professional coordinator, a part- time paraprofes-
sional asslstant, a secretary, and a part-time janitor, °

[
The School DistTict weigrs Alternatives
“.
. ] . P :
For tre School District administra- .
t1ur, entering a joipt agreement with the B
Cit, for celivering a maior program re- ‘“;v* lnu"
, Gotrec careful consideration. Since 7 J u“.;:“
r-~e Community Education program began as e R e
a Scneol District operation, the first —~ /EIEE:::; B
1~portant decision to make as whether -
or not the program‘should becore a NL:H — i |
regu.ar part of the School District's tovost
speration. If so, tne superintendent 3 ) Sewiat
rac¢ to support the 1dea of Incorpor- ) .
ating the Community Ecucation prograr ?
inte the Scrnonl District's local operatior budget, rather rhan funcing it ev-
rernally PMsen tre extensive denefits Zderived from CoTrun it) Ezycation, the
pisrrict deci *e”,j_kirta"Ve" e %
! . -
The next stép was to nsider witr tre Cit. n kCSQiEZLILJ of rint

.;eration and tne acva‘.:agﬁzo be cerfved fror swch a set up if

“istrict and tne Tity ;oiqtlv nperated the Comrrunity Fducatlon prograr, dupli-

cation of services go.ld be ~ini-ized, resuvliting ir cost savings and better
. prograxz efficlency 3,, woulc the Citv continue to suprhort “he progran in the
Teng Tun? would 1t wrus: the Scrocl Listrict te adTinister the srogra=’  Ac-

cording to the Superintendent, ossicus issues tc be <rnsiderec were she
F
AnTewment o e a7 n{stratir s 17ty ;r~;r1", nLE-t.nme wrer e Ly 8
funding of both tre ~its anc the sirool district, anz a detar—iration of now
tre funding-ievel decislons wouls be male each rgar .
veral. progra= efficiency a~¢ rest effectiveress for tne citizens of Austin
e-ergec as the Zecziding factors fnr tre Scrosl Oistrart and Cit, to enter i
a :2irt agreement Siile tre Zheacl Listrict administration comsidered their
cesitinms, tne 2fflces it 1o Lty dali ilsc we cctning with fuestions about.
the new pToposalw
N
{
. -
4 ’ {
4 v’
)
.
L4
’ .
. . \
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City regarding its -participation, the
City Manager, recqllected:

/

%

N

In recalling the concerns of the,

It s ultimately to the tax-
payers' benefit for citdes
and school districts to work
cooperatively. However, this
drawback may seem small now,
but a serious consideration
at the .time (1976) was staff
time .required. Our staff was already working overtime
on existing concerns-—vhy add another one? Would Com-
mumity Bducation mean the deldtion of city staff and
resources which would be transferred to Community Edu-
cAtion with no hope of refunding those positions? Was
the School Diatrict trying to get us to pay for education
which was not our respomsibility? Initially, { did not
know if the bottom line advantage® to the city would
otitwelgh the costs. At the staff level, there was a
fear of loss‘of control. Would it be a truly cooperative
venture, or would the School District run it and take
the credit? On a political level, one factor in our
city which made a joint program possible was the lack of
political patronage system in the hiring of employees. .
(Dan Davidson, 1980) '

¢
According to the Mayor at that time, VIt took lots of persuading, in-

cludim@ some strong arm—twisting to get vﬁat we needed but I had the votes.
(Priedman, 1979)

Prégram Expansion: The Site Selection Process .

The task force developed criteria for, selecting community school siteh.

Interested school communities should make formal application to document

-

~ community needs
- achool staff and faculty
- establishment of a steering committee representing

major interests in the neighborhood L
- need for and willingness to coordinate setvices
- community support . ‘
- résource commitment .

Thirty, or approximately one-third of the disdvrict's school comminities

applied for Community Education program designation. In the process of docu-
. menting needs, ad hoc steering committees of school officials and citizens
surveyed over 2,500 citizens in the 30 neighborhoods. As a direct result of

the work of neighborhood steering committees in developing the community school
app ications, many neighborhoods moved from being collections of unrelated indi-

r

O
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viduals to becoming definéﬁ‘neighborhoods with names, boundaries, and commonly
defined purpoaes, °° , .

This proposal, the community school application, is a land-
mark fo% this area in that it represents the first time the
people of Par South Austin have shown so much togetherness,

, enthusiasm, and willingness to become involved in a common
cause. (Burks, 1975, Par South Copmunity School Application)

As the interest in neighBorhood life beghn to surge throughout Austin,
between 1974 and 1976, the number of neighborhood associations increased by ‘
350 per cent. The Community Education movement both reflected and accelerated
that trend. -

The City Council and School Board Act

After further City Councfl and School Bopard discussions, both govermmental
bodies unanimously adopted the task force report and indtwidually passed;a
resolution of joint planning and performance of functions in accord withythe
Texas ,Inter-local Cooperation Act Article.4413 (32c) V.A.S.C. Included in the
resolution wasg authorization to fund five additional community school centers.

The Consortium: A Permangnt Community Education Task Forcé .
-

The important role of the task force was
trangferred to the Consortium, a permanent citizen
o?ganization with tembe® appointed by the City- Qaris
Council and School Board. Organizations were Bods!
selected according to their membership rather than
a participating individual, to ingure that mem— ~
bers of the Consortium made decisions reflecting. /
the broader yiews of the community. .

' Ciyp et |

hastin Auttis

The City Manager summed up the impoftance Lo
of the Congortium to the Community Education P Bt/

program's operation: . —— ~—

The Consortium is the most successful essential part of
Comnmmiiy Education. It is people from all walks of life
coming together to discuss programs and their aspirations
for the community. They involve bo? City and School
District gtaff in a healthy exercisglof working together.
The leadership of the bedy indirectly led to dissolving
communication barriers between the CIty and School Dis-
trict. The contributions of the Consortium, in fact,
alone make our (the City's) contribution to Community
Education worth it. (Dan Davidfon, January 1380)

' /s

The Superintendent echoed the City Manager's statement of the Consortium's
important role: -

ERIC ~ :
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The Consortium plays s critical role in the development of
operating policy, long-range planning, selection of sites
(for Community Educatfon centers) and in specification of
the specifics of advisory couneil psrticipation. (Jack
Davidson, January 1980)

The Consortium included representatives of major civic and businesa lead-
ership groups (identified and sppointed by the City Counci] and School Board)
a School Board member, s city council member, s representative of each local
. advisory council, and one representative of the neighborhood associations.
The consortium's duties were to include:

1. Advising the City Council, School Board, and other funding
bodies on policy,

2. Adviaing the City Manager and the school luperintenden: on
administrative mhtters,

3. Coordinating local commumity efforts, balancing and
coalescing neighborhood interests,

4. Medisting between co-mitiel and administrators, or
between the City and School District,

S. “Monitoring progress and problems, and
6. Reporting to the City Council and the School Board.

The Consortium was and is the driving force to bring together interests
of the city, school district and local advisory councils. Informglly, members
meet with policy makers, canvas opinions, analyze or anticipate concerns &nd
support, poll outside forces
bring together the autonomous institutions and groups.

In apite of the importance of its purpose and activities, success of the
Consortium varies somevhat, depending on members® skill in idemtifying common
ground for action. At times the strong potential power of the group is
difficult to actualize becasuse gf the extreme diversity of membership and be-
cauge representatives of neithborhood councils have varying sbilitiea .to use
the city-wide problem resolution atructure. Active:participation and willing-
ness on the part of the mayor and a member of the School Board to accept input
from or nggotiate with Consortium members has helped unify the growp. Often,
the prdﬁ coordinator must play an active role in eatablishing commonality
between members and stimulating convergence on "live" goals which generate
excftement and which the group can accomplish. The health of the (pnsortium
depends on memberd' ability to retain or gain strong leadership and continuity
of their interest. The Consortj.m's vitality is also a function of its ability
to define and resolve significant issues.
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. Summary
A ,

The Community Education program, conceived by a grass roots organization
in a barrio, expanded g¢ffectively to the suburbs. Then, a highly influential
task force, using g successful working and negotiating pattern, developed a
new model, which propelled the fledgling program into a large-scale city-wide
.operation guided by a city-citizen-school district Consortium. The next

possible question may be, ''What is the bottom line ®esult of these exténsive
effortg?"” >
-

/e

ERIC © S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




S
SECTION III
COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM AND. COUNCILS: A DESCRIPTION

As a result of the combined resources of the city and school district,

there was a dramatic increase in 1975 in the number of people able to parti-
5 cipate in neighborhood learning experiences”. (See table on p. 56)

Program: Growth, Type and Integration with City and Sghool District ’ 9
¥

1

Neighborhood councils workipg with the community schogl staff developed a
kaleidiescope of programs, focusing the unique resources of 'each neighborhood on”
the 1ocal needs. Each community school developed an individual style and image
in its neighborhood. Eath program reflected the life problems which community
members were experiencing, including job training, child care, meaningful use
of leisure time, support groups, truancy, prevention programs, transportation
planning or crime¢ prevention. (Appendix G, p.83 contains details of courses
and activities of a typical year.) . X

r

‘[n 1980 serdices were offered on a full-time basis at two junior highs
and seven elementary schools, and on a half-time basis at flve elementary
schools. By extending its hours of service, each public school designated as
a ,community school became a neighborhood community center. Other satellite
facilities which were used as needed included nelghborhood recreation centers,
echurches, public housing facilities, businesses and private homes.

Bach community school 1s staffed with a professional community educator,
a paraprofessional (usually a neighborhood resident) and a secretary. It
opz~ates from two in the afternmoon to ten at night. Programs are provided by
55 .ommunity agencies. The Community Education program i1s a direct program
provider only when it would greatly reduce cost to participants‘or when comr
minity agencies are temporarily unable to meet the need. In additjon, city
departments use community schools for such decentralized services as police

v -

”,

s
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community relations programs, preventative health clinics, recreation programs,
and neighborhood input into city planning. Community Education program and
city recreation staff meet regularly to structure dctivities for each session.

v

Integfatio;: Commmunity Education/K-12

Integration of and mutual reinforcement between the traditional K-12 re-
quired Instructional program and Community Education program services is a
major goal of the Austin program. The 13 Community Education program sites
were selected, in part, on the basis of each school's documented need for
services in gupport of its instructional objectives. is need has %een par-
tially satisfied through remedial and enrichment progréms in the arts,
languages, math and scleace as well as pre school preparatory progrars, éfter-
school and summer programs, which are not required or funded through Title I,
are operated by the community school.

Regularly scheduled meetings between community school principals and
campus coordinators occur for the purpose of increasing the integration of the
two cormunity school program components. The principal and a faculty represen-
tative also serve as members of the Cofmunity School Advisory Council.
Quarterly in-service training workshops for c unityv school principals and
campus coordinators are held where the two j:mtogether to discuss the Cor-
munity Education program and its irpact on both the regular instructional pro-
gra~ and the community as a whole.

In an effort to achleve further integration within the school district,
the Community Education administrative structure was recently nogified from a
separate structure parallel to the K-12 required program to one which f1its
into the regular school accountabilits structure. Under tnis structure
the campus coordinator is evaluated by the principal and project eoordinator.
Currently appropriate cormunication channels between the two divisions are in
place. (Please refer to the chart on the following page.)

At the local campus level where strong principal leadership 1s present and
supportive, significant integration of required and optional programs takes
place. However, the desired level of integration has not been realized, a
level where Community-Education implies a district-wide commitment to community
inyolvement in education, rather than to traditional K-12 schooling alone.
Evidence i1s still lacking, both within the School District and between the
Séhool District and City, of joint decisior making for community benefit.

Interestipgly, the problem is somewhat more Intense at the d¢ity-wide
level, and more often manageable at the local neighborhOﬁd level. Several
factors may account for the reducead conflict on the local level: 1) more
gimilar information sources, 2) the same constituency, and 3) mutual dependengq
on scarce resources. Factors that may accouht for increased conflict at the
city level Include: 1) assumed predictability of environment, 2) standardi-
zation of program and processes, 3) more and different informatdon sources, and
4) lack of clear constituency to provide ongoing evaluation of effectiveness.
At the city-wide level, these differences often are resolved through power .
strategy, while at the local level conflicts can often be resolved by developing

39 -~

Q 36

EMC 4 12

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




AUSTIN COMMUNITY EDUCATION ™
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
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Procesg: The Neighborhood Council

As described earlier, a local neighborhood council gave birth to the Com-
. munity Education.concept in Austin, and the local advisory “council has remained
the cornerstone of the community, schools. While programs are available to any
city resident, the activities are designed to meet specific needs of one
neighborhood (usually an elementary schpol- area, or roughly 10,000 people).
The council is séntative of that geographic community. While the council's
role is advisory in Mature, its input to the campus coordinator and principal
. 1s glven considerable\weight in decision making. The local council 1s the
v-interface between the ftommunity and the school, and 1its success”Ts directly
* proportional to the quakity of the two-way communication it 1s able to maintain
and }he degree to which 1its input 1s utilized in decision faking.

While the  specifics @f council functions have changed in time, council
bylaws generally have outlined these areas of responsibility: .

1. Communication among the cOﬂﬁEZ?iy, the school, and community
tesources

P s ,
d?ihin the n2ighbothood--via block clubs, newsletters,
block captains, teldphone trees
. Within the schooli-teachers, students, administrators
tvia representation on the council from)

With the community agencieSv—vid'ex—officfo staff mem—
bers on the council

With the school administration--via representation on:.
the coyncil - '

.

With the sshool board, city council--via® repres
on the council and the consortium :

~
School-Community Prob?am Solving
» "

., Needs assessment /
Prioritizing needs
Problem analysis L4
Resource analysis =
Capacity analysis (Does the group huVe fhe time,
interest, authority, and resources to impact the
problems? Are long- and short-term goals of the .
group balanced?)
Development of a plmf action {(Community Edu-
.cation program and activities, referrdl, organi-
zation, etc.)
Evaluation




Development and Coordination of Resources for\etgg:;hs for Adults
and Youth p

a. Educational

b. Recreational

c. Cultural

d. Social

AN

Training in Leadership

. . .
a. sLeadership and group skill training for council membership
b. Leadership training for community members

Membership (1520 members) - -¢

a. Representative of neighborhood demography and
geography (leaders identified in the survey process)
b. Representatives of community resources
Representatives of existing groups, within the
neighborhood
_School principal (ex-officio member)
Coordinator (ex-officio mémber) . o
Staggered rotation procedures anq‘pember removal
procedures.

While the council must have the flexibility to respond to crisis issues
within the community, it must also have the stability to provide input to and
monitor the ongoing Community Education pregrams. Its continuing purpose must
be, the wmaintenance and improvement of ‘the Community Education program in co- _
operation with the program's staff members.

»

The council is like a tree with multiple lateral roots. Only a small
nucleus of community fembers are involved in op-going planning. Yet talents
of a large number of nﬁg:fmber community residents are tapped for short-term
task groups addressing rious needs. For example, one active council formed

task groups on cultural a}gg; youth, community cohesiveness, and senior
h

citizens. Withimr six mont approximately 16 council members involved 55
citizens in planning a variety of activities, including a summer youth employ-
ment program for developing gardens for neighborhood seniors, a community‘f
youth theater group, and a community fair emphasizing the comcunity's rich
neighborhood heritage and providing a forum for the sale of neighborbood art.
These activities ultimately involved more than 3,500 neighborhood residents.
Advisory councils have significantly strengthened their capacity for

neighborhood development and problem solving through the Charles @tewart Mott

" Foundation's Stimulating the NeighborMood Action Process (SNAP) program.

Despite some lnevitable conflict, the local councils and Community Educatién
programs have made importamt contributions toyerd giving citizens more control
over both their personal futures and that of their community.
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SECTION IV
S CmmTe T ADMINIGTRATIVE-IGBNES - co- e v weees o <n

"All great changes are irksome to the human mind, especlally those which
are attended with great dangdrs and uncertain effects." -~ Jotm Adams, 1776

N

P f

" Por City Guvermment

*

While not a "great danger,” Community Education did pose changes for the

city, changes with 'uncertdin effects,”" which would temporarily unbalance the

. intricate equilibrium between city departments, the community, and school. As
with any new kid on the block, Community Education got its lumps, some prabably
deserved. These reduced the naivete of mafy in regard to simplistic solutions
and the harmony of relationships-in "cooperative"” ventures. Several issues
listed below were not insurzzn%kable, but required substantial planning, com-
munication, and understandi on the part of all involved.

Citizen Involvement
o ’ *
Comﬁunity Education's administrative style of decentralized, citizen
volvement was somewhat distruptive to the functional organization of each
bureaucracy and consequentfy impeded the development of some professional re-
tationships during their intial development. While strong citizen involve-
R ment had' begun for the city with the incorporation of an OEO Poverty Program
into city government during the early “»970's, the practice of citizen involve-
ment had traditionally followed federally mandated guidelines and was targeted
to ldw-income communities. Community Education,s aschool'based city-wide
structure, with neighborhood-based citizen planning, maey have seemed an enigma.
Initially, some city staff members viewed citizen involvement as a constituency-
building gimmick yhich undercut their role .as professionals. The greater the
senge of "professionalism’ within a department, the more counter-productive
citizen involvement seemed. Generally, profegsional training and/or exverience

1 13
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# working with citizens was minimal. Also, because citizen communication

did not always follow bureaucratic channels, citizens involvement sometimes
was viewed as "an uncontroited variable" which needed to be minimized. To
their cpedit} however, many city departments and administrators, especially
withift PARD, actively engaged themselves in the citizen-involvement process of
this tvpe of planning in: 1) more’precise targeting of thelr services to
client's needs, thereby increasing program participation and support; 2)
pooling «of many agency resources when there were only limited gervices to Jneet
the needs; 3) better abilify to anticipate changes in client groups and policv
makers, and 4) proviiing a forum for floating traif balloons regarding possible
new departmental directions, or obtaining feedback for improving service de-
livery. Adwimgry councils $rovided agencies with a common tnformation §5urce
corcerning real and immediate needs, and this relationship resulted in an ap-
preclative audience where cooperative efforts could meet identified needs.
This further enabled respective agency staffs to work interdependently, thus
demonstrating to upper-level management thﬁt joint actions could improve pro-
gram and/or service effectiveness.

-

-

Decentralized Administration

At the same time, t cmunity Education staff used a decentralized

.- "‘1r~»ﬂttis1on-making pattern (8P most program decisions; program planning, was con-
ducted on the campus level in response to neighborhood-determined needs, with
centralized planning of programs occurring only when two or more cagpuses ex-
pressed similar needs. Thus many decisions which were typically the domain
of top administrators were now being made by wmid-level professionals and resi-
dents. For mpst city staff, decentralization, while not as efficient in long-
range city-wide planning or as easily administered, often reduced the complexity
of cooperative efforts since common information sources made problem resolution
feasible. /

0

Expansion of Demand for Services

Another concem\mga’i'ding 'dqftralization and citizen needs assess i
was thdt expectations for servicedd would expand demandgb&yond an agency'
gbility to delixgg‘ Indeed, that was a‘problem in the beginning. For-example,
gffice skills, the 3(% one need expressed at Becker, attracted 20 people
for typing the first ght of classes, to a school without typewriters. Each *
person was interv -and {erred to an appropriate preparatoery or office
skills program. The Neighborhodd Copuncil began work immediately and withim
one Yeary aecured 20 electridBLypgwriters Generally, because a forum for
dialdﬁue existed more thizens were understdnding of agency inability to
immedi%géiy Keet needs and appreciative of any interest shown them. Sometimes
citizehs ®ven contribufed the use of personal equipment or materlal regources
to make *programs poss%b{e, . .

2

%

The potenu‘ZI destructiveness of territorial problems related to the new
Community Education pr m was antfcip d early and minimized by the develop-
ment of gacut rol As described’ lier, Community Education's initial

position lecting fdhctions not currently being performed enabled it to
"

¥
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escape the fufl brunt of territorial warfare, Since most city departments had
an educational funition, Community Fducatiton provided assistance to city depart-
wments, upon request, by helping them relate various technical information to
ynique learner needs, audiences, and classroom space. In this manner, Community
Education assisted city departments in formalizing their educational function.

Citizen involvement in Community Education further reduced bureaucratic
territorial problems.: Both elected officials and citizens had a low tolerance
for territorial disputes between agerfcies, As the mayor described the process,
"We had to do a lot of head knocking in the beginning.” (Priedman, 1978). In
addifion, some crisas may have been unintentionally averted because the Schoel:
District, as a diyect-progtam competitor, may have appeared formidable because -~
of its ready accegs to both ciglzens and resources.

The concept of cooperative relationships, however, was not untformly
adopted. For some city staff members, the notion of cooperation may have run
counter to their direction or administrative style. For example, in an early
meeting held to develop cooperative act¥vities and resolve differences, there
was a move to charge the cost of all city services offered through Community
Education facilities against the city portion _of the Community Education
budget rather than that of the®department delivering the service. This would
have resulted 1n a significant increase in the size of Community qucat1on 3
budbet This confllict escalated tc a point where city staff urged elimina-
tion of the Compunitvy Education brogram but the City Council continued 1ts
strong support‘and tli¢ program®was subsequently funded.

The most effective Community Educatiom strategy for resolving repeated
territorial conflicts proved to be fostering positive relations rather than
investing energy in resistive omes.  In this case, Community Fducation concen-
trated on working with the Parks and Recreation Department. Top leadership
from PARD had been .nstrumental in assisting the program from its inception
at Becker by serving on the Neighborhood Council. When funds were not available,
PARD leadership loaned staff or equipment to assist the emerging program. Later
CETA staff provided through PARD were assigned to the community schools to
provide recreational programming. Through the involvement of approximately 60
staff members, Community Education and PARD forged a working document involving
all staff responsibilities for implementation of cooperative projects. The
result was a six-page, single-spaced document detailing timing and purpose of
coordination 3t each organizat-onal level, lines of responsibility for conflict
resolution, equipment purchase and maintenance, publicity, record-keeping, and
accounting. At first, the idea of 60 people developing an administrative decu-
ment appeared to be a htmare, but the process proved to be very important to
the final product

As a result, information about potential problems was exchanged, an
appreciation of differences in perspecjive was developed, and 2 consensus was
achieved. A color-coded annual joint.calendar of program sesaions planning
cycles, and deadlines for joint publicity reduced the complexity of working
together. These documents provided a Wwritten structure for dealing with the
many daily operational issues that had developed during the past four years.
The record keeping procedures decligned to give participant credit to the appro-
priate agency, however, were complex and later had to be moditied. Later this
working document with PARD was mqdified to apply to all city departments.. (See
Appendix C )
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Because the openness and extent of communication often violated the
bureaucratic principle of wjtholding strategic information, the, staff at times
expressed concern that forces within either the City or School District would

. separate the delicatly woven web of relationships. This, they_feared, would
place the two organizations into competitive positions in. whic’ each would be
highly vulnerable to the other. Yet, key attitudinal characteristics in both
enabled the relationship to survive the inevitable misundersta%dings, errors
of judgement, and fragmenting external forces. As with all lasting relation-
shipg, this one was founded'in friendship and extended trust--trust of the
other's primary concern for working together to more effectively serve the
ccmmunitg, and trust in the other’s commitment to effectidve delivery.

A 3

Por the School District

within the School District, as with the Cityv, a necessary adiustment perlod
occurred before Community Education could become an integral function.

v Decentralization and Citizen Involvement

For the school district, decentralization was not an issue, since many
\ achool district decisions are left to the discretion of tie building principal.
At the policy level, Community Education was backed by a strong, suppojptive
' school board president who clearly saw the benefits of Community Education; at
the administrative level, Community Education was <uppotted by the superintendent,
who was familiar with the positive aspects of the Flint, Mighigan nodel. The
superintendent felt that citizen groups were already involved and Influencing
district policy, and that those working with Community Education were likely
to be better informed and gemerally more supportive. Also familiar with citizen
movements in other parts of the country to 'take over the school,” the Buper-
intendent was concerned that the citizens viewed themselves as "advisories'
and concerned themselves primarily with the prograrmatic aspects of the com-
munity schools. This was the prime Importance since Comrrunity Education was the
only large scale citizen involvement program in tite schools which dealt with
community and school relations.

In general, school officials, like city administrators, lacked the educa-
tion or experlence to work directly with citizens. A key 1lssue, then, was the
gelection of fommunity sctool sites where principals would be supportive of
citizen involvement., Several characteristics were identified as important:

1) the desired ‘role of an educational leader rather than a scfol building
supervigsor; 2) concern for the whole child, including his family and his neigh-
borhood, rather than concern for the child's acquisition of cognitive skills,

and 3) professional security. If these characteristics were present, the
principal would be likely to adopt the philosophy and practicss given through Com-
munity Bducation training. Considering its significance and pBtential for
improving school-compunity relations and solving problems, the Community Educa-
tion program should have developed a mechanism for structured dialogue among
School Board members, top administrators #nd Community Education advisory coun-
cils !
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Coordination P
. Coordination within the school district required constant attention. With-
in the distrigt, the position of deputy superintendent,bridged the gap between
the various departments, anq when this position became vacant, coordination
oply seemed possible on the campus level. These coordination problems were
minimized by increasing the role of the principals to include evaluating co-
ordinators and developing detailed written procedures for the campuses. In
retrospect, if these wrltten procedures had been approved by the School Board
at the outset, it would have made dally operation of Community Education
smootner. 1In spite of some inevitable concerns, Community Education, however,
established a permanent place within the scnool district structure and develop-
ed a cooperative iInternal working relationship with most of the major depart-
ments, witn internal issues resol¥ed, tne -District could now concentrate on

strengthening its relationshis witn the Clity.
.

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




SECTION V

TOWARD A NEW JOINT RESOLUTION .

"Every good idea goes through three stages——opposition, riducule, and
any damn fool knows it is8 a good idea." - Author Unknown

Ultimately, arriving at the third "good idea" stage bectme possible by
strycturing a system for jaint problem resolution. The Condortium provided a
link between-citizens and their elected officials, with administrators in a
supportive role. Fimmly establishing this plaaning system as a cornerstone
was essgential not only for philosophical redsons but also for program survival.

City-School District Resolution Revision
4 . ) \ »
At this point, Community Education needed a sense of permanence. The
tenuous annual funding arrangement was demoralizing to staff and commmity, and
~as tenslon mounted between conflicting demands, the Consortium briefly consider-
ed terminating the City-School District operation. A Consortium report re-
. flects:

v

The difficulties which have occurred during the last year

have raised the question of whether the benefits derived from
continued city participation in Community Education outweighs
the associated problems. The financial implications of,city
withdrawal from Community Education are readily apparent. The
continmuation of the gurrent level of operations, as well as .
futur% expansion, would be totally,dependent Jpon the Distrigt's
Ability and desire to underwrire the total operational cost

of Community Educatién: Moreover, if Community Education were.
supported by the Austin Independent School Digtrict alone, it
is possible that the emphasis of the program could shift, over
time, from the quality of community life for people of all /
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ages to more traditional forms of public education.
(Community Education Files, 1978)

I4
+

~ .

Because of the Congortium’s concern, City Council and School Board members,
at a joint meeting, instructed City and School District staff to negotiate dif-
ferences with the Consortium and return a recommendation in 60 days. Again,
the conflict resolutién procedures used by the Task Force edrlier were brought
into play: mandate'and\deadline, maxtwem_exchange of information, development
of an idealized design, search for and selection of a preferred solutdion, and
tstablishing a system to keep problens solved. A mediation t®am was establish-
ed. two representatives from each party--the Consortium, the City staff and
the School District staff. The team t weekly, and finally nightly, to reach
a solution. Through the exchange of formation, it was deternined that- 1)
the City needed greater input into prolram adeministration and long-range plan-
ning if it was to use Community Educatibn facilities instead of constructing
{ts own, 2) the onsortium members wanted the citizen's role as long-rarze
policy advisors to the superintendent, the School Board, the City “anager ard
the City Council clearly established; and 3) the School District wanted a more
permanent resolution and clear administrative authority.

Three Wonths of negotlation culminated in the Joint Resolution of 1978,
which was presented by the negotiation team and received the unanimous approval
of both City Council and School Boardt¢ Key features of the new document (2
corplete cop, of the resolution is avallable in Appendix A) included: :

1 ]
1. A new three-membes Coordinating Committee, tomposed nf two

City-School District staff members and the Consortium presi-
dent, was Yo meet regularly and advise the project coordin-
ator on administrative matters.
The School District and the City each were to involve the
other in thelr respective long-range land acquisition, de-
,velopment processes, and joint planning, in order to prevent
further duplication of.facilities and services. To facilitate
this procgss, each agency was expected to recognize and
utilize the efforts of the other in its owm long-range plan-
ning process. ¢

-
The City and School District were to equally fund the basic
costs of Community Education administration and facilities.
(Previously, the School District had funded all central
administrative costs.) .

A Community Educe{jon contract was negotiated, the terms of
which would be reylewed every three years, with appropriations
made annually by the City Council and School Board. Along with
this joint policy resolutiom, two other.detaliled, administrative
documents were adopted for coordinating and planning. These
documents outlined procedures for development of a five-year
plan for Community Education so that Community Education facili-
ties could be included in Capitol Improvements Plan, the City's
five year planning document for major expenditures.
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With the City Council and School Board adoption of the joint
policy resolution, Community Education became an institution-
alized City and School District function, sanctioned by the
City Council and Board of Frustees. The resolution established
procedures designed to facilitate development of a long-range
plan by the Consortium and to provide a mechanism for resolving
differences between City and School District administrators.
The agreement was -entered into at a time when the relative com—
mitments of the City, the School District and the Citizens were
balanced. It was now incumbent upon the central Community Edu-
cation staff to develop its administrative capacity for effect-
ive management of the joint resolution.

~

External Suppnrt For The Resolution

L
While the primary interaction in Community Education was among Austin
citizens, and the City and School District governing s ructures) extermal sup-
port for the project was an important fdctor in the project's ultimate success.

-
A recent stdﬁy of elementary gnd secondary educatibn programs supported

by the U. S. Office of Bducation Iindicated that despite well-documented bene-

fits, less than four per cent of such projects are maintained for more than two

years beyond final federal funding. This trend illustrates how diAficult it

is8 to develop lasting change. .

Austin's efforts to be inmovative in meeting its needs enabled it to se-
cure outside assistance from a variety of sources. After the first two years,
external support, despite its importance, was viewed as temporary and, there-
fore, not to be used for core services, but rather for capacity development
within those services. Prom 1976 to 1980, U.S.0.E. funding under the Community
Education Act, in conjunctfon with technical assistance from the Center for
Community Education, enabled the program to train staff, and to develop intermal
and external communication systems, planning methods and accountability techno~
logy. -

Staff Development

B

Between October 1975 and July 1976, staff increased more than 400 per cent.
aitlating 3 prograt in five newycenters which erncompassed 11 diverse communi-
les, as well as implementing a joint City-School District relationship with new
employees was a real challenge for the four-member professional staff. In that
same year, the *Consortium amd five new advigsory councils were fqormed, a proceés
involving the recrultment, selection and training of 150 citizens. In addition
to new staff, schools, and councils, 9,786 people enrolled in a total of 626
classes, and 12,094 individuals participated in activities which did not require
formal enrollment.

I
t

. The staff, whose ages ranged from 23 to 55, had the desire to meet the
challenge, but, as professional educators, lacked experience in working with
the community, administering interagency agrkements, and managing comrunity
schools. Each staff member had been carefully selected by individual personnel
committees which included local adviso council members, campus principals,
City staff, and School District permondel. All gtaff were former teachers (a
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requirement desiéned to facilitate inclusion as members of the school staff)
who had demonstrated administrative potential and extensive civic leadership.
A staff development person whose position was funded by the U.S.0.E. under the
Community Education Act, coordinated the new staff's much-needed training.

The Center for Community Education at Texas A & M University supplied profes-
sfonal Community Education courses and vital technical assistance ;or both the
district coordinator and the campus staff, ‘

The Texas Cammuﬁi:y Education Associatign, formed shortly after the Austin
program began, sponsored annual conferences which offered additiona® opportuni-
ty for staff training and professional asgoclation. The Texas Education Agency,
through gdult education pilot project funding, provided $4,000 toward each new
campus coordilator's salary. Thus, a network of external support encouraged the
Community Education staff's growth and development.

Communicatioh
. hd i &
Everyone seemed to want .and need more communication! Intermal communica-
tien had to be maintained among the 45-member Community Education staff, the -

25-member Consortium, 11 bullding principals, sevep neighborhood advisory coun-
cils, the school district central office, the School Bbard and the City Council.
External communication targets included thé Texas Education Agency, U. §.

, Office of Education, and Texas and National Community Education Associations,
as well as seven school departments, seven city departments, and 210 social
service or combined civic organizations which were capable of providing pro-
grams in the community schools. In addition, the combined staff of the City
and School District’ was approximately 14,000 people, potential adherents of
Community Education, an open channel of communicatidn,with these consumers was
vital. A communication specialist, hired under a U.S.0.E. grant, provided the
critical links. '

Planning and Evaluation

H e
Through similar funding, a Community Education planner performed essential
-organizational tasks, including' 1) establishing base line data to determine
if and how Community Education made a difference in Austin's communities: 2)
creating a demographlc profile of each community which, combined with a neigh- .
borhood needs assessments, was used as criteria to evaluate program effective-
ness; 3) developing external resources for areas of unmet needs, and &) monitor-
ing programs and process results for evaluation, modification and accounfability
to the community and funding sources. (See Appendix F for one of the summary
charts of the Community Prqfile prepared by the planner.) ,

Mott Support for Council Development

The Charles Stérart Mott Foundation granted funding for the Stimulating
the Neighborhood Action Process (SNAP) project in Austin. By providing .
monetary incentives which reguired matching neighborheod funds, the five-year
Mott grant encouraged councils to address significant quality-of-life issues
within their communities. The resulting process of nelighborhapd problem
solving has increased the leadership skill of council members in deyeloping
internal unity, negotiating with bureaucracies, and effecting coalition within
the neighﬂorhood. Integrating the Mott Foundation requirements with School

o
¢ . ’ |
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v .

Bistrict fiscal and administrative policy proved ¢hallenging and sometimes .
frustrating. In futurd citizen-involvement activities, an injtial in-servige
progran in grant administration and citizen participation management for nonw
Community Education school district officiels might strengthen the district’s
ability to manage this type of involvement more effectively.

»

Projec® Recognition
In 197¢, Comrunity Education Association recognized Austin's
outstanding City-School District cooperative efforts. After many exclited
phoné calls among community leaders, the Mayor flew to Miami fo receive the
award, followed by a local ceremony involving the City Council and School
Board. Likewise, a ceremony involving the local Congressman, the Mayor, and
the School Board inaugurated the U.S.0.E. grant. Even though efichangement
with formal ceremonies is on the decline locally, public celebration of these
project accomplishments was a revitalizing activity, releasing some of the ten-
sions built up in the ongoing négotiation process between the City and School
District. National recognition for accomplishment of a difficult task proved
{mportant. . . -

&
. SUMMARY

The importance of the local proﬁect's ties to external state and nation-
al support systems was signiffcant far beyond the financial assistance provided.
Outside recognition and support for the community spotlighted the significance
of what was happening locally if the light of a larger purpose. A strong new
pride emerged in administrators, citizens, and elected officials. Together
they had created 4 forum for citizens and complex indtitutions to bring diversi-
ty into purpose and action They had expanded batticipation in the decision-
making processy thereby broadening responsibility for the direction of community
life. Ekternal recognition was celebrated through commemorative ceremonies
recognizing a new feeling of esprit de corps, common identity, and unified pur-
pose. Each time, the expression of external support wag like a breath of fresh
air renewing the group's enthusiagm and vigor, and Increasing its persistence
" and determination. Recognition of Austin's efforts by the state and federal
governments, the state and national associations and the Mott Foundation marked
a milestone upon which to build the future.

{
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SECTION VI

. ASSESSMENT OF THE MODEL

Program Results, Benefits and Possibilities

The Community Education program in Austin has been identified as a signi-
ficant contributing factor in the accomplishments enumerated below even though

many other factors came in ¢o play in achieving these changes. .

v

Budgetary Savings

\

Intent: To reduce the cost of new public facility construction by co-
ordinated and increased ugse of existing guildings. ¢

i
|
Result: When asked by the city manager for his assessment of the City'g |
participation in Commupity Education, the former director of parks and recrea-
tion responded by a memo in February 1978:

~

Every effort must be made through the long-range planning
system to discourage duplication of facilities within an
area and instead, where possible, join either with the
Austin Independent School District or the City of Austin
in providing facilities which can meet all of the needs
within a community. It must be kept uppermdst in the mind
at all times that there is only one taxpayef in the Austin
Travis County area, whereas, there is aecity, county and
school tax system.

It is the opinion of the Parks and Recreation Department
“staff that through the utilizatiom of Commuriity Education
facilities that the necessity for coMBtructing major recrea- -
tion centers in the futdre can be greatly Yeduced. It is

ERIC . '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

r )




[~ a large metropOlitan area (237 square miles) as focaly tg for educartom,

[E

been amply demonstrated.

. initiating the Community Educ3tion approach. At one school, vandalism dropped

propoaed that by uéidg exiating achool facilitiea or join-
ing the Austin Independent School Distritt in future plana

for inclusion of recreafional facilities within future )
school activities, that most facilities for the delivery .
of aervices can be met. However, it is anticipated that
athletic facilitiea will be required which can be jointly

uaed by the City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department

and the Austin Independent School Diatrict, such as field
houses, covered-swimming pools, ball fields, tennis centers,
etc. (Robinaon, 1978) N

Or as recently expressed by the city manager:

Community Education means fuller use of public facilities.
One of the biggest waste of taxpayers' money is under uti-
lization of public buildings.. If T understood the bottom

~ line advantages of the city initially, I weyld have beén
more supportive of Community Education in the beginning.
(Dan Davidson, January 1980)

> T , .
Neiﬂka&hnod-ﬁased Services *
; v - *

Intent: To develop the caﬁacity to provide community centers throughout

.

job training, health, soeial services, recreation, cu¥ural activities, com-
munity problem solving, and neighborhood stab#lization.

Result: Provision of a comprehensive range of services and activities to
approximately one-third of the Austin population in professionally staffed
centers throughout the city. A long-range city-wide service plan has not yet
been developed, but the viability of the model for diverse communities has

" L

Neighborhood Problem-Solying Increaaed

e -
Intent: To build a neighborhood's sense of community and its capacity to
identify and resolve problems impacting the community.

Result: Vandalism ¢ were greatly reduced in 80 per cent of the schools

by over 300 per cent in three years,. Delinquency rates in one neighborhood,
as meaaured by juvenile arreats, dropped over a five~year period. At a local
elementary school, truancy waa reduced by 30 per cent among students with low.
attendance records; this rate reverted somewhat when.the advisory council tem-
porarily discontinued ita efforts due to lack of funding. Frequently, real
estate Information designed to sell residential property now specifies wh a
neighborhood has a Community Education center, reflecting the increased desir-
ability of community school neighborhoods. In the eight neighborhoods, com-
munity school advisory councils have initiated programs to address local pro-
blems auch as the following: )

O
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2. Health--emkrgency medical training for block captains, health
falrs, community dinners;

3.~Underemployment-—employment of approximately 950 neighborhood
residents who share their skills through Community Educationg

' 4. Neighborhood talent-bank directory--published by neighborh004
¥ ° residents to increase local employment; )
5. Urban isolation and alienation--neighborhood communication®
through newsletters, neighborhood fairs,-oral history projects,
[ development of a community orcégstra and community'opera company;

- desegregati forums; and

a
. 6. Racial'tensifn—-block parties, community tri-ethnic festivals,

' 7. Alienation from schools and city-réupportive projects such as
playground development, cogmunity rewards for acﬁievementj.p
basic skills, community contribution of 13,550 new books ‘to *
ire schools and improved neighborhood communication.

A c .
[
Neighborhood Planning and Coordinated Service Delivery System-

Intent: To maximize coerdinated delivery of services meet expressed
resident needs. In this regard, the role of the Community Fducation program
would be to facilitate servi®es by providing facilities, neighborho‘d need
assessment, on-site supervision of agency staff, and participant evaluatién.
The Community Education Program wouldrbe a provider of gdervices pnly as a
last resort or when it is necessary to demonstrate feasibility to an agency.
$ Each cooperating agency would be expected to develop a plan for meeting needs
of low-ifcome residents, as well as upper - and middle-income residents; (egual
access to the Community Education program portuni}ies would be available

. - "

¢

city-wide.)
Régulg: Ceooperative agreements have been developed with 200 agencies fog
provision of services te all segments of the community, in acccrd with nhch

community advisory committee's assessed needs<of its neighborhood, The network
«of cooperative alignments between agencies has increased community agency
ability to respond to community problems with concerted action. New resources
have been @oBiliEEH.through matching volunteer services with needs; as the com-
hun#f?shas contributed to "their" programé, CdnsﬁﬂFr evaluatidn of services
has indicated increased responsiveness. :

- ‘ . ]

e
City-wide Coordinated Planning by City, School District and Neighbagghoods

Intent: To develop a city-wide citizen's planning and problem-so¥fving
fgrum that would 1link neighborhoods, resolve differences, and plan new

e

. o 55 |
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cooperative efforts between citizens, the School District and the City.
Result #- A Community Education Consortium (with membership including the
ayor, a school board member, representatives of business, industry, labor,
civic clubs, and each neighborhood advisory council) meets regularly to solve
cormunity problems and plan overall direction for Community Education. The
role of the Consortium needs further specificatior? to enable 1t to address and
develop ncerted action amgne citizegs, the Citv and tre School Distriet on
groolems%Zf mutual interest which are bevond the Comrunity Fducation ‘program.
Comsortidm membership represents diversity of perspective 1n terms og neighbor-
hWood or city-wide orientation, socio economic status, ethnicity, and®member-
sbig affiliation with other groups. This leerSl(ng:onSIStently thallenges
shesion and unity of purpose. At times, the%onsortium has difficulry
a vector for action within the hrcad range of 1nterests e-nressced
11p For ma-<1mur effectiveness, the Consorticm's functiomal relation-
» and schocl governdnce should be well defined Internally. group
rrocess musd be developed to locate those vectors for comon action,within
the proad rafge B¥ Trterests represented

Support and Effective Functloping for School and Cit,
Intent To maxe official the cormunity furctiens of tge “chool District
and tne edicational functions of the City.
. ~ L]
Result According to tne superintendent:

Coxunit, Education provided mucn closer contact Setween
tre School District and 1ts citizens, and general
rens who participate feel wore supportive nf the
Distract tpan they 'were previously. Vandalism 't
reduced b, as much as 300 per cent in schools :
cormunity problems (through Community Educit:ion) such as
delinquency, drugs, etc. School attendance has 1n-reased
~here a nonnertcﬁ community effort nas been®mourted,
Recent rcsearch’ln‘iaates a positive relatiorship netween
minority student ac 1evement and their parents’ partici-

pation 1n the educational program {Ddvicson, 1980)

]
'
g

For the model to reacn 1te potertlal, however, tne (ﬁﬁruﬂl%? Fiication func-
tions of the Scnool District need to pe ’g,rad(d within tre «ononl hurcaacorac.,
To ma<anize 1ts effcctlveness_wlthxn the ex1stinyg structure, (om~upity Fducation
should operate under the supcXvisinn of an "Assistant to the Superintendent for
Co-rmurfty Relations,” -
— t .

The realignment of prioritics in several argas of local sovernrent deron-
strates an increased awareness on the part of > (ltv of {ts own education-
al functions. According to tne directorof Parks and Recreation, the Citv 1s
no longer planning recreational programs and maintainiga parks, it {s now in
}he social service and land-use-planning business (Fhrler, 1980) Similarly,
the police and health departments are devoting a larger portion of their budgets
to education aimed at qrime prevention ¢ publit health. Communitvy Education
did not create this shifting emphasis, b rather supported 1t and increased

L




the capacity to reach diverse segments of the community. In this respect,. =
Community Education's official functions within City decision-making and ser-
¢ice delivery should be addressed in a city ordinance.

The tables on pages 55 and 56 provide a graphic overview of the cost/
benefit ratio préduced by the investment of \tax dollars in Austin's Community
Education program during 1978-79, and the d tic increase in participation
levels which followed the joint funding resolution by the City of Austin and
the Austin Independent School District.

v

» Opportunities for Personal Development ,

Intent: To provide citizens more control over their lives by building a
network of support within the community and creating a center with resources
to help individuals and families determine and achieve goals for a better life
* ~
Result: Hundreds of personal stories about how Community Education "hel-
ed me and my family" develop ties to the community--both giving and receiving
from it-—are recounted daily. A sample of the characters: George Jones,
a gifted 13-year old dropout, reentered school after becoming interested in a
computer class. Mary Alvarez, a former welfare recipient and second-grade
dropeut, became asncake-decorating teacher and was able to support her family
without welfare assistance. Ed Arnson, a 75-year old ex-rodeo rider, realized
his lifetime dream by completing his GED. Sally Nelson, whose family has moved
too often for her to make friends, s found a community where evéryone 1s her
family. Raphael Weiner, a 70-yearhld 'always-about-to-retire businessman,"”
now is a disco dancer. A mother, o was finding 1t necessary to spank her
five-year old 20 to 30 times a day, learned wmore effective-controls in a
parent education class.
L

s

A Community Education Consortium member says, "1 consider Cormunity Edu-
«ation a way of life for me It has given me new friends, new interests, and
new skills, It has given me a place to talk about problems i1n a cormunity and
how to act with other people to solve these problems." A Cook Community
School advisory council member says, ''The exciting thing for me, besidgs my own
personal growth from becoming more involved in the community, was that I got
to know more people and work with the advisory touncil, We began to accomplish
things and, personally, that is awfully good for ‘'my morale and ego to know
that ,ou are working to accemplish something gond for people in vour neighbor-
hood." An AISD board member says, "Here in Austin there is a great deal of
mobility, and the community schools help bring neighbors together to feel a
part of their community.' A community school participant says, ''Whereas
before I had my nights to go out or do whatever T wanted to do, now, instead
of doing iteby myself, I'm more with my wife and family. We do things together
so in a way it's made our famlly more of a unit4 "
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™ Pe
s COMMUNITY EBUCATMON INVESTMENT
1978 - 79 produced:
N ]
.. AISD_ - City of Austin .
T . $287,850n¢ °* $272,370 .

-

T . $560,220 g

Volinteer services by - 55 Community agencies Voc. Ed.

Federal Grant" T.E.A. Mott SNAP Grant : "
$74,718. 19,1%% hours . 877,255 $12,898 $33,241 $20,000 $55,826
/ for l total
. of .
T $834,158
— L
. ' . TO PRODUCE v
— NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL IMPROVEMENT IMPROVEMENTS IN THE RELATIONSHIP
PROGRAMS & ACTIVITIES PROJECTS included. OF THE SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY
15,359 Registrations 51 Neighborhood organizatiors and <7 The majority of Austin
1,225 Courses assocfaﬁlons wer2 involved in 17 ‘ _ citizens feel that the Com-
117 Consortium and Advisory p#ojects sponsored by six com— . munityv Schocls have helped
Council meetings ‘ . , munity school’ councils. promote 3 sense of comr:STE/
. 780 Civic Organizatiocnal 271 Volunteers were recruited by the within the neighvorhoods.
meetings . councils to assist in implementing 85 percent of Austin citizefs
3,882 Activities lnvolving _projects agree with the concept that '
107,693 Participants 7,000 Persons attended activitles spon- the general public should N
’ > sored by seven advisor, councils ¢ uge schools * :
, 2,710 Elementary school children at seven 260 courses and 2,377 activities
campuses recelved. . were sponsored by or cooper-
13,550 Books from project "Reading Is* Fun- atively provided with other
damental" org%nized by seven ad- organizations or businesses.
. * - = visory councils.

A 1978 Community Education Field
Qo Survey, Texas Education Agency:

ERIC a »
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AUSTIN COMMUNITY EDUCATION
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\\ Future Directions
-

What will be the future direction of Austin” Often when a newrorganiza-
tion's programs become é%tablished, they lose the element that brought them
success--responsiveness to changing needs. Will Community Education in Austin
continue to center itself in the dynamic but turbulent process of community
change, or will it become confined by programmatic boundaries’

Since the C {ty Education program works through balancing #he intérests
of citizens, the School District, and the City, it is likely that developing
tensions will have to be negotiated from time to time, thereb; restructuring
Community Education to maintain the balance. The tension wtll
these sources: ’ .

Pressure for the School District to narrow it% definition
of education to "schooling,”" thus potentially rendering
Ceomnunity Education an unnecessary frill;

Pressure for the City to underutilize Community Education
facilities and then develop and build its swn parallel
structures,

Pressure from citizens, In thelr fervor to address reai
and important community issues, to polarize Issues; N
Pressure from City and School District administrators to
give up the more difficult task of joint planning with
cltizens_‘wﬂ_{_1 R . ~ . . 4

. )

Will tnere be sufficient leadersnip and commitment {rom adcinistrators and
citizens to counterdct fragmenting pressures and provide i1nsigh: inte broader
perspectives” wi}l honest dialogues about neighborhod concerns occur on a
regular basis betrween tne City Counci! and Scrool Becare, nr wi.l sirh 2lecussions
become Insignificant, public relations gimu?cks The answer to these ﬁuestions
will determine future patterns for Community Education in Austin.

"The Austin Community Education program is still a devciopzng model, sublect

_to the problems and tensions of a complex urban area. It is, however, a model

with components and processes that are relatively clearly defined. It should

"pe a model thit other Community Education projegts can use in their own develop-

ment

Replication - Community Education Program vs Community Scheol

In replicating the model described here, the first issue to be resclved is
the basi¢ approach to be taken, To establish a clear contrast, arbltrary dis-
tinctiong wust be drawn between Community Education and cpv“uhity school. The
functions, goals, and general operation of a Commnity rducation progran
dicated in the description of the Austin grogram -

a community school. By "community school” we mean a program established by a
crommunity agency, pnysically placed in a local school facility. The following

-
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chart {llustrates the differences in emphasis rather than mutually exclusive

categories.

AREA

COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM

Program
Basis

Council's
Function

Facili-
ties

- Recision-
Mak ing

Role of
Cirizens

Role of
Spomsoring

Agency

Role of
Otner
Agencies

ormsuni-
cation

Methods

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

To strycture a permanent communi
planning and problem-resolving pro-
cess between citizens, the schools
and local govermment

Based upon resident-expressed need,
a planned solution (program or
activity) in a problem area

To increase the capacity of the com—
munity to deal with problems it will
confrpnt in the future

I¢ shared--community primarily re-
sponsible for poliey, needs assess-
ment and evaluation; school and
city responsible for administration
and finance ‘

Public and private as available,
appropriate, and accessivole

Decentralized, neighbornood-based,
changes demonstrated effectively
locally are incorporated into cen-

_tral structure

Principals :n a partnersnip

Facilitator and coordinator of
planning and programring process

Contractor for service delivery

Two-way, systematic, cccurs at all
levels of bureaucracy and within every
segment of the community, formal and
informal .

Wwitnin overall goal, continuous ob-~
jective-negotiation, conflict-
resolution structures

COMMUNITY SCHOOL

To develop educationél, re-
creational, cultural pro—
grams for all ages

Needs identified by
agencies

To increase program par-
ticipation

A

Exclusively controlled and
administered by the scnoel

ScHooi‘gacilities only

Centralized, significant
issues ‘afe the domain of
the bureaucrats

Recipients of services,
advocates of the program

Director of program with
advisory councils attached

Cozmpetitor in program pro-~
vision

Mope effective in dissemi-
nq&ing information from the
community, .more public re-
lating with the public ’
Agency-established goals,
objectives, and procedures;
conflict supression or
withdrawal




" AREA COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM COMMUNITY SCHOOL

' Relation Pacilitates a curriculum which in- Provides additional non-
to Public creases students' abilities to under- credit program offerings
School stand and contribute to community

Curriculum 1life and personal development;’
provides a framework for communication
between community members and the

school
Relation- Coordinates neighborhood planning None
ship rov with related city departments, plans
City for joint facility construction and .

Departments usage s

-
Evaluation Strdcture and effectiveness of com “umber ©f program partici-
Criteria munity joint problemsolving efforts, pants ®
increased atility of individuals tc .

control their own live nd to posi-
tively influence comnunity 1ife

Steps In Replicating tne Process

3
v 1mprovesent and e gather the ansag,
trne commumity 1s not enough to oreak tre traditiora. narriers
. cf personal preiudice anc general ajpatr-i, grd bri-y -ec-.e
where trney can reall, possess the treasure of 3 o7t '
- zormunit, People Tust comnine thne~sclves :i7to 3 ww Lhiut .
1ir whicn cveryone ma, ,01n, soung andé cld, the s r, Tre 3
able 1n active demonstration of hLow the (ce~ncrat:
stocess may work and work effectivel, (Se n

n SuUgRE st recl Cteps whirh, are ¢+ 5 tv.l to sut \
altnough in otner counities trne actual srder may se 4iffcre-*, :coendirg on
r u ent d descrined 10t t dotret

! OJrganization anu’ic‘»pp&nt 0f a nelgrborrcon rwamoit, re-,
presentative of residents and relevant agencies, as »n agent
for neignbornned planning and action 71%A~% = 127 .-

» ’

2. Development of scnool support and sponsorshis for Comaunity

Education, (1971 to 1973) Tecalln the ~roPra~ Lo 17 arigt-

“ate 15 a 1ty s oo, 1T ect. .
.

1
3 Demonstration ¢f . nelighborhood process capatle of ¢
tive cooperative plannirs with tre schood and levelonment o
PLograts to mee! cormunit, - xpressed noeds (1470 ro

ERI!
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+. wvemonstration oI the model's universality by its application
in different types of communities; development of council
(6 months), and then the program. Improvement and modifi-
cation of program and process technologles (1974 to 1975).

I
5. Appointment by the School Board and City Council of a
Citizens Task Force, representative of the total community,
to detergine the needs for Community Education, If the need
is established, selection of an appropriate model for . ﬁ;
admintstration and finance, and criteria for site selection (197

6. Adoption of a City Council-School Board Joint Policy
Resolution to serve as a complete administrative and
financial plan (1975).

7. Selection of Community Education program sites by City
Council and School Board, after adrinistrative review accord-
ing to tagk force criteria and school/community application
(1975)

8. Development In new communities of ad hoc planning committees
to conduct neighborhood needs assessments; inclusion of
‘city and school staff in planning with community and response
to those needs which currently can be met. After six months
or when community and staff are ready, formalization of the
ad hoc committee into a representative neighborhood council.
After nine months, initlation of programs and activities
according to a neighborhood plan for meeting neighborhood-
expressed needs (1976).

9, Creation of a city-wide citizens consortiumw and administra-
tive cormittee to recofmend policy, solve problems, and
coordinate neighbophood needs with community resource al-
locations (1976 to-). -

10, Development of a plan for coordinating Community Education
with the school K-12 program and with City departments. These
> efforts should be conducted at the level of assistant city
manager, assistant to the suPerintendent for school community
relations 71978)

11. Establishment of a five-year,g;gn for facility usage and
construction (Prnjected).

12. Acquisition of outside support to provide project consulta-
tion, finance, and recognition (1973 to --).

The sequence of events which took place {n the Austin model serves as
example of community change gulded by a school district, a city governméht,
and a group of interested citizens. The proecess suggests the need for addit
al study of the mechanisms for concerted action in regard to increased com-
munity diversity. Furthermore, and perhaps most important, research 1s
needed to provide a theoretical base for future development of the model and

6.3 ™~N
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" performance criteria for evaluating the process. -
All-level training is also vital to the success of the model. Obviously,
the demands of the Community Education practitioner's role require finely
tuned professional skills. He or she must be able to constantly build bridges
between the agencies and individuals involved in the program, a skill requiring
professional training in utilizing the processes described in this study.
Similarly, democratic participation in community and school affairs may be a
citizen's right, but effective citizen participation is certainl; not an
innate talent; an ongoing community training plar 1s essential. Citv and
school administrators also require specialized training in communitv-based
planning and shared decistpn-making.

. » ~ & ~ -
In conclusion, Masor Carole McClellan's summary of tre Comunity Education
process 1s relevant

Most of us are confronted with Yie problex ;; not having
the resources %o meet all the legltimate needs of the
communities we represent, and I believe trat goverrment
at whatever level cannot work alone. The coetmmunitv has
to get involved, tc seek solutions to its probtlems oint-
ly. .

4.
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EPILOGUE ) .
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The highly quality of leadership frome¢diverse arenas of acpion wa# instru- .
mental in shaping the Austin Community Education model. In the report, the
model description emphasizes the lssues, organizational influences and processes
which realized the ldea. However, the program's unique character was also a
product of strong; able leaderghip from Gity and School District elected
officials, City and School District administratdygs, public-gpirited citizens,
. 1interested nelghborhood residents and a dedicate cadre of Community Education
gtaff.

.

The elected officials legitimated the. concept of Cominunity Education. .
They brought it through the initial phases of development, conflict and co-
hesion. Jeff Friedman, Mayor of Austin 1975-1977, grasped the potential
significance of Community Educatlon for the city. His determination and per-
sistence moved the idea through the initial conflict stages to program adoption.
Similarly, Carole McClellan,, as School Board President (1972 - 1977), later as
ayor (1977 to the present), and finally as Community Education. Consortium mem-
ber (1978 to present); contributed an unshakable commitment to citizen involve-,
ment and Community Education. Her open, accessible style and personal warmth -
facilitated inter group relations. As one low {ncome Consdortium member put it:

1 sat right next ta the Mayor at the meeting. Imagine that
was me! And I felt comfortable, like I could say wpat really
was happening.

Extending that leadership to the national level, Mayor McClellan is utilized

for her expertise in Community Education by the U. S. Office of Education and
the U. S. Conference of Mayors. Both Friedman and McClellan had strong City
Council and Austin Independent Schol District Board support f%; their Community
Education activities. ‘

. Top administrative leadership laid the foundation for Community Education.
School Superintendent Jack Davidson approved the establistment of Community

65 '
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Education and facilitated its development within the District. He was willing
to take the calculated risk of implementing « Community Education program with
strong community input. Austin City Manager Dan Davidson, once convinced of

the project’s merit, fully supported a top quality program and encouraged the
participation of relevant city departments, Jack Robinson, a forward looking
director of the Austin Parks and Recreation Department, long advocated city-
schoal cooperation and had negotiated a contract for city purchase nf school
land for park sites as long ago as 1950. Using community benefit, rather than
traditional territorial payoffs, as ~is vardstick, Rotinson anc ris staff became
key Community Education supporters within the city administration

Vance Littleton, former Jeputy Superintendent of the Austin Independent
Scnool Distrié¢t, gave strong Internal support for institutionalizinz the pro-
grarw and assisted ‘in the preliminary negotiations with the City., Dr. Hobart
Gaines, assistant superintendent and Willle Walls, Direttor of scnnol ‘omrunity
relations, were active{y involved iIn the daily administraticn of Counit;s Edu-
cation.

a - -

+ £

while the task force, and later the Consortiur, had many effective public-
spirited members three in particular stand out. Chalrperson Jeff Malley,
district dfrector of I. B, M , translatgd ~19 business skills irte creating a
dynamic working tisk force. Horace willis, chairperson of the N.A A C.P Edu-
cation Comittee, became the first Cbnsortq'm president, a post to which he
was hignly dedicated. The Consortium vice-president was Bop 7.m-t~an, asgistant
general manager of the Lower Colorado Riwet Authority, 3o former .1t -anacer.
His reputation for getting things done prawed well deserved. He was largely
responsible for skillfully; negotiating tne joint resolution bSetween the City
and School District,

Pt . i
Cormunity Education began because nalghborhood people came together and

learned to value thelr ability to imprcve thelr comrunity. Manuel “.avarro,

Jullus Segura, Margaret Rulz, and Norfua Querrs were a few of those who started
trie Community Education movement in }9%8 sy organizing themselses into the
South Agstin Neighborhood Council Ten years later, “anu2l “avarro was elected
a member of the Boarin;f Trustees of the Schbol District. The kev profession-
als who helped the c unit; believe in {tself were Edith Mullins, principal
of Bpcker Elementary Schooi between 1968 and 1976, Roy Guerrero, a solid
advocate of neighborhood organizations who later became Assistant Director of
Parks and Pe.reation Department; and Father Mike Mikan. The Cook comunity
wds nDlessed 41tn a numoer of orignt and eneggetic cormunit: merbers, <uch as
Sally Nelson and Jane Parsons who worked with progressive n*inc1paﬁ Wayne
Ricnards, and the poised, creative coordinator Cheryl Leslie. ‘

The new Staff, whicn espanded Community Education frorm 1 pilet program to
a cley-wide operation within six months  were dedicatcd and .ca-oed former
teachers. Mac Payne, Johfinle Cavanaugh, Juan Saldana, Barbara Alerius, Diane
Lyons, Ana Tess, Rex Miller, Ray Evans, and Lester Haines. Important program
assistance was provided 5y Margot Rutt, Martha Simmons, Dave Van Ant&erp,
Carolyn Saunders, Enrique Saenz, Betsy Horton, Mary Tomasek, Alfredo Saenz and
Jo Ann Schatz.

Initiating the Becker program as staff, and later becoming the core of
the Central office, were the author, Alicia Fanchez Olave and Annabelle Valle.

\ .
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Ms. Olave and Ms. Valle's enthusiasm, commitment, and endurance maintained the
spirit of Community Education in the project's roller coaster developmental
years. Crucial players added on to the central staff later included planner
Leilani Rose, neighborhood organizer Erasmo Andrade, staff developer Percy
Morehouse, communications liaison Mike Rush, and evaluator David Ramirez.

The author is deeply indebted to these persons, as well as to many others
(even though there is not adequate room to describe them here) for allowing
their abilities and their spirit to breathe life into Community Education in
Austin.

In prepaxation of this manuscript, several people were most ‘helpful in
their review and comments: Lester Haines, George Wood, Bill Pounds, Steve Stark,
“Jack Otis and Lou Furcher. Dawid Mikeska developed charts and’ graphs. Nancy
Richey, Kris Oubre and Nella Cunningham edited the manuscript which was repro-
duced by Frances Trevino, Linda Wilson and Holly Davis.

L2}
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APPENDIX A e
v .
. < -
A JOINT ¥SOLUTION '
OF .
v ' ,
«  AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 3 L)

CITY OF WUSTIN, TEyé . . t

. WHEREAS, the Austin’ independent School District and the City Austin,
Texas heretofore agreed and established tie Community Educatdefi Progim iavolve-
ing usage of but not limited to, neighborhood school facilities and City of
Austin facilities for educational programs and services of neighborhood resi-
dents of all ages; and . Vb

———

WHEREAS, the Community Education Proé;am has been successfully established
starting in 1975, and has received national recognition as well as widespread
citizen support in tfose pgrtions of the community in which the p¥ogram has
beeén-¥nitiated to the extent that 13,000 persons are now gprolled and 66,000
are participating in Community Education activitieg; and Tn T

.
~

provid% a systematic
y their own unique

fulfillment; and
tional opportuni-

WHEREAS, it is the purpose of Community Educati
method through_yhich individuals and neighborhco®™idef
needs and interests; identify resources appropriate To the
develop a comprehensive program for all ages to improve e
ties and quality of life in the neighborhood; and

N

v

WHEREAS, it is in the overall interest of the cemmunity and the two govern-
mental entities involved to establish and define fisecal funding résponsibili-
ties, goordinating procedures, 1ong-range expansion planning, and planned pro-
gram development between.the two jurisdictions for the benefit of all interested 3
citizens as well as the respective staff employees, and to be further utilized
in budget preparation; and

@ .

WHEREAS, a mutually accepted. policy is desirable to assure continuity and

permanency of the program:

4
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT .JOINTLY RESOLVED by the Board of Trustees of the
Austin Independe-t School District and the City Council of the City of Austin .
that:

.

I. The Austin Independent School District Board of Trustees and the
Austiq‘Ci:y Council hag established a COMMUNITY EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
that acts as a policy advigsor to both governing bodies in matters
concernin% Community Education. The Consortium qgembership will con-
sist of representatives from the following:.

"A) " one-half of the membership to include one member each of the
. City Council and the School Board of Trustees and one representa-
tive elected or appointed by each Community Education Advisory

- Council; and . .
- ‘/ ) q -

.
0 .
- l
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one-half of the membership to include community organizational
representatives that.are appointed to a biennial basis by the
Austin City Council and Austin Independent School District Board
of Trustees with overlapping membership terms. When the one-half
appointment membership number odd, the number shall be raised
by one, to allow fox an equal er of appointments by both
governing bodies; and said organizational representatives shall
be nominated by the Consortium with consideration of ethnic, sex
and geagraphical balance_factors. ’
* C) Pour ex-offfcio,”non-voting members, will be appointed to repre-
» sent the Skhool District'staff and the City staff, two of which
will be appointed by the Superintendent and two by Jthe City Mana-
ger. .

@

The functions of the Consortipm are as fofqaws:'

The Community Education Consoftium®serves as the official body for recom-
mendations regarding Comm.mity Edycation general policies, plans, programs, and
procedures to the Austin Independent School District Board of Trustees, the
Augtin City Council, the Superintendent of S-ﬁools, and the City Manager and
the Community,Education Project Coordinator. The Community Education Consortium
will: . .

Proyide a formal ljinkage between Commumity Educatiom programs at
_ the local level and those entities which contribute to their
Eigancial support. I

Annually review the implementation of Community Education goals,
policies, agreements and contracta mutually established by the
Austin Independent School Disttict Board af Trustees and the
Austin City Council.

Review and cdﬁmﬁnt on the proposed Community Education operating
budget prior to its submission to thé A.I1,S.D, Board of Trustees
and the Austin City Council’
= Y

Review and approve, prio! to submission, applications'or requests
for Community Education funding.

Serve as the offici‘% body for review and recommendations concernt

ing the establishment, expansion or curtafment of Community

Education Centers,

”
Review the annual Community ¥ducation operating plan,
Review long-range plans for the development of the Community Edu-
cation program, and encourage joint construction efforts by both
jurisdictiona.

Annually review and evaluate the progress of the Community Edu—
cation program, . -

. . 2
¢

v
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Assist in developing the coordination of and cooperation between
exigting community resources,

Serve as a ciearinghouse for_information Tegdrding Community Edu-
cation programs at the Center level and for related Community

service programs and agenciles.

A COORDINATING COMMITTEE to be established to coordinate City and

.School District activities related to the operation of the Communiéy

Education Program in accordance with the policies of the Aus¥in
Independent School Diswmict Board of Trustees and the City Council
in an effort to maintain efficient and effective management of the
Communfty Education Program. This committee membership will consist
of one :School District representative appointed by the Superintendent,
one City representative appointed by the City Manager and the Con-
sortium President or his/her representative who will function as
chairman or convenor. The Coordinating Committee will be advisory to
the Consortium in its functions and to the Project Coordinator in the
administration of Community Education.

| ]
committee will be responsible for: -/

Reviewing Community Edlcaion prograps and major changes in exising
programs; and ’ Py .

Reviéwing and récogmending all proposals for new staffing levels ahd
changes in current Gommunity Education staffing levels; and

Reviewing all new fundiné plans and proposaf@ for changes in current
funding levels for the operation of the Copmmunity Education program
with transmittal to the Consortium for its recommendationprior to
submission to the governing bodies; and : .
Reviewing all long-ranget p&anning and expansion documents subject to
approval by the Community Education Consortium; and then by A.I.S.D.
Board of Trustees and the Austin City Council; and

Reviewing and evaluating the progress of the existing Community Edu-
cation program with the Consortium.

The PINANCIAL* arrangements are as follows:
4

The actual level of yearly appropriations shall each year be deter-
mined by the Board of Trustees amd the City Council with no prior
commitment as to funding levels by either jurisdiction,”

The total~costs, includiné Central Administration and neighborhood
Community Schsol coses, shall be funded fifty percent (50%) by the
City of Austin and 'fifty percent {50%) by the Austin Independent
School District with the method and frequency of payments as specified
in the intergovermmental agteement. The School District is responsi-
ble for the financial administration and recordkeepimg of these < !

i

A




c)

D)

E)

Iv.

ViI.

»

’ ' !
expenges, The City of Austin and the Austin Independent School
District each, when hosting a Commnity Education campus will provide
existing facilitles and equipment at no depreclation or rental cost
during the regularly scheduled Community Education\p;pgram other than
those specified in the intergovermmental agreement as reasonable
amount for abnormal wear and tear and accelerated equipment replace-
ment whether city or school district property. That depreciation
payments or contributions to a replacement fund shall be maintained

in a reserve designated solely for that purpose.

"In-kind services" furnished either by the School District in its
payment of central administrative expenses, or by the City of Austin
in its furnishing of staff coordination of course instructors shall
not be eligible for credit against the 50% cash contributions of
either jurisdiction. '

Special activitw and course fees charged to participants shall be
utilized for the benefit of neighborhaod participants throughout the
community to offset special programs, equipment, supplies, awards,
community-wide scholarships and instructor expenses. Such fee
revenues shall not be utilized to offget the fifty per cent partici-
pation of either the School District or the City of Austin.

The School District and the City of Austin are encouraged to seek
additional "extermgl" funding such as state or federal grants that
shall be utilized to support special activities, programs, or
studies, and shall not be credised to the benefit of either jurisdic-
tion. Acceptance of "external" funding shall be presented to the
Coordinating Committee and Consortium for review subject to approval
by the A.I1.S.D. Board of Trustees and the Austin City Council.

The Community Education Consortium will submit a three-year expansion
plan report for the A.I.S.D. Superintendent and the Austin City
Manager by March 1 of each year. Révisions of the expansion plan will
be made on an annual basis.

All publicity surrounding the program shall give credit to both the
City of Austin and the School District for funding the program and @
shall recognize that the program is a joint operation.

The City of Austin and the Austin Independent School District re-
sponsibilities are generally defined and that joint cooperation is
encouraged and expected at all levels of the program in the overall
interest -of the general public.

This policy shall rematn in effect from year to year unless revised

by the School Board of Trustees and the City Council,

Adopted by the Austin Independent School Digtrict in a regular meeting on the
26th-day of June, 1978.

ERIC
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, . . Austin fHdependent School District

President, Board of Trustees

ATTEST:,

Acopted by the City Council on the _22nd day of _ June , 1978,
)

City of Austia

Mayor

ATTEST

City Clerk

o 70 ' ‘
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APPENDIX B .

1 .
' AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF AUSTIN AND
THE AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

CONCERNING COMMUNITY EDUCATION

The City of Austin, a municipal corporation acting by and through its dulv
authorized City Manager, herelnafter referred to as City, and the Austin Inde-
pendent School District, an independent school district operating in Travis
County, Texas, acting by and through its duly authorized superintendent, herein-
after called District, agree that it is the desire of the parties hereto that
a Comrunity Edutation prograr should be jointly sponsored and cooperatively
provided to the citizens of Austin. Therefore, the parties hereto-agree as
follows. .

-
4. Cormmunity Education shall be providad in accordance with "
policies establismed by the Austin Independent School District
Board of Jrustees and the Austin City Council.

2, The period-of tnis agreement and period for which the Com-
zunity Education program shall continue from year to year may
be amended from time to time with proper notice of either
party until the agreement i1s terminated according to the pro-
visions of Section II, 9

“

>
The Austin Independent School District gshall be the administra-
tive agent for the Community Education Program according to the
City of Austin - Austin Independent School District Joint Policy
- Resolution adopted on

Community Education services shall be provided at the Community
Education facilitles listed on Attachment A, Additional faci- 4
litles may be added according to expansion procedures (see

- Attachment B).

=~

The fundings for a given year shall be those adopted in thelir
budgets annually,

w

The parties agree that there shall be no automatic renewal of
fund#ng for any subsequent time period and that there shall bg
no osiizatics of the geperal fund of elther the District or the
City. F v

1
. . The parties hereto shall have no obligatioﬁ to contrisute any
funds beyond the amounds appropriated each year,

>

The funds to be provided by the City will be provided in
quarterly installments upon Iigyolce by the 4.1.S D. Rémance
Department. The funds to be ided by the District will bg
provided upon request of the A.I,S.D. Finance Department, <
This agreement shall be operational for the period from

to - . Unexpected funds

ERIC ‘
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3
«do not carry over from one fiseal period to another, but will
return to thelr source.

The District shall make periodic progress reports to the City
during the course of this agreement. The City shall hgge the
full right to audit and review the program during its existence.

Amounts received from the City shall be expended only for Com-
mmity Educatién purposes for the financing of Central administra-
tion costs and neighborhood school center administrative operating
cosgs. Program costs are provided by the service deliverer and/or
participants. Budgeted costs will be expended as set out in the
yearly budget document. Each year the School District shall sub-
mit to the City a budget upon a form specified by the City.

All publicity surrounding the program shall give credit to both
the City and the Diatrict for funding the prograz and shall
recognize that the program 1s a joint operation of the City and
the District. '

Planning with City of Austip departments will occur on a regu-
lar basis. Specific planning objectives acknowledged to be the
responsibility of both the Austin Independent School District
and the City of Austin include: Preparation of Community
School annual plans and development of the Community Education
operatipg budget for the following fise&al year for submission
to Community Education Congortium; and identification of City
of Austin departmental needs related to Community Education
planning and implementation. . (2

This agreement may be terminated by either party upon written
notice six (6) months prior to the effective dite of termina-
tion with written notice to the parties designated in this
agreement.

The parties in charge of the program for the Clty and the
District and the individuals to contact are as follows:
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APPENDIX C

4
COORDINATING PROCEDURES FOR
COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM

¢

’
Community Education is a management and delivery system for programs and

activities which promote comrunity and individual development. In Austin,
tnis concept 1s delivered through the use of Comrunity Education Centers.

The Community; Education Program means a program which will contaln where
applicable all the, following comporents 1nvolverent of residents in neigh-
bornood decisimp making rrnrough the organization of advisory couﬂcils, an
1dentification of tne neecs of tne community, and facilitating tne’provisicn
vccational, acaderic, recreational, avocatiofal, cultural ane social service
srograTs fcr pre-schoclers :nrcu21 senior citizens, ‘As tne City <f Austin
vides servizes requested bv the comrunithy, arg has a3 need for aﬁ
\1t1es te provide trese services a partnership has great
neighoorhoo
facilitizs or neec systematic service conrdinaticn. The p
tcucaticn 5, tne Austin Incepencert Schocl District and tre
a nelgnborhooc deliver. s,stem mari~ized the totentlal prograr
rroviding neeced services to nelgpporhoods throughcu. Austi-.

r
v
13

whicr 20 nct tave a’wcua'e access to cecwurd

In tne pursuit nagement and delivery syste—, tre Co——unit.

Prograr «1tr t-e assistance of residents, prosides:

stematic needs assessment

comzunits resources.and cocrcination

4

Provisisr of  optiona supportive

— . -
Provisiorn of eg.al involverent activities Ior
anfc acu.ts, rezardiess of are, sex or Income

-
¥

Services are prosiced by Comrunit, Education Jheneser trere is a need wnich
nas nct been met witn eristing cormunity resources  As a dellvery s,ste, a
Comzunity Education Center can serye as a satellite center te existing services.

'

Current operations are based on the philosophy and polirles adopted
Scnool Board and City Council in {370 Polic. changes are —a ¢ thr. tnc
froug1l 1~ S_morl Boare w¥th recomendatlons developed by the Corunity
tion Consortium.

-,

The following operating preccedures do not affect eristing agreevents vet-
ween the City and the Austin Incependent School District, These hperating pro-
cedures will be in regard to planning and prograrming, personnel practices,
administrative support and fiscal opérat{pns.

RIC
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I. Joint Responsibilities \J

B

O
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A.

In accordance with tne established planning cycle, program planning
with the Community School Advlsory Councils and the Community Edu-
cation Consortium. The established planning cycle'is as follows:

1. Fall - Identification of neighborhood needs and determination
of neighborhood priorities. Input as to areas that need
assessment would be glven to Community Education. Com-

</ munity Education would conduct the assessment when need-
ed.

2. Winter - Developzent of annual Corrunitv Schools program objec-
tives. Preparatisn and subrission of Commuritv Schools
annual plans

[

Spring - Revlet Community,Scnsols plans. Icentificaticzn of Coo-
murity Zcucition progra® needs and oriorities. Develop-
ment. of Cormunity Education prograzm objectives arnc pre-

paration of Ccmmunit; Education annual operating plans

-

4. pral - Submission of Community Education annual operating plans
o tne Community Education Consortium, Comrunity Schools
Ad® sorv Councils, anc Communitv Education Coordinating

Tear, -

5. Sept. - Annual Prograz, Evaluation

Personnel and Communication System

1. Personnel hired for joint programming or those providing a class
or activity for Gommunity Education will be given an orientation
to City of Austin and A.I1.5.D. policles and procedures, -progran
purposg etc by eacn group
»

“2. Pérsonnel will be utilized in accordgnce with Advisory Council and
Community Education Consortium priorities. Scnedules and functions
will Se determined by the above needs or priorities. 4

3. When a City Department Is providing a class or activity with a
Community School, a City staff person will be deslgnated as a
liaison for that particular program and will work in conjunction
with tne Campus Coordinator.

The liaison person will attend Advisory Council meetings in an
ex-officio capacity to become Informed about nelghborhood needs
and participate in planning for services for that neighborhdod

i~

5. In order to facilitate information sharing, communication, and pro-
blem sblving at the Campus level, periodic meetings should be held
between City of Austin department personnel (llalson and instructors,
recreational specialists, etc.) and the Campus Coordinator. Infor-
mation or cgmmunication on a city-wide level should be communica-

ted by the.City Department head or thelr repreggntative to the

-~
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Community Education Project &oordinator (and vice versa).

Site Development and Review

Funding

of Austin Accepts Responsibility for the Following Activitied

Identification of City of Austin departmental needs related to Com—
munity Education planning and implementation. .

Participation in the needs assegsment conducted in each Community
School. ,

Review of the annual operating plan for Community Education via
Consortium representative.

Participatior on the Community Education Coordinating Commitfee.

when a departwment of the City of Austin provides a program at the
Cormunity School site, they will designate a liaison for:

1. Provision for jointly planned programs by City departments at
Community Education Centers.

Proper use and care of facility and equipment. An inventory will
be taken at the beglnning and at the end of gcheduled use periods.
Replacements will be made by Community Education.

The hiring and evaluating for City of Austin activities, upon
mutual agreement which Community School Coordinator, those staff
paid from City of Austin departmental budgets.

Providing expendable materials and supplies for classes offered
by the City of Austin.

Preparing activity plans by instructors to be submitted no later
than two weeks prior to the program initiation for joint review by
the City of Austin supervisor and Comrunity Education coordinator.

Maintaining appropriate class records and partidipant information
by instructor. e

Notifying coordinator when classes hKave been cancelled due to
instructor's absence and notify class participants of same. If
less than 12 hours notification, a substitute will be provided.

Preparing status report for PARD district coordinator concerning
recroation program at Community Education Center, Meeting re-
gularly to assess progress,

ERIC . " . 5
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9. Assuming responsibility and liability for the safety of participants
in prograp for which services are provided.

e 10. Instructor's salaries of those pald directly by the City of Austin
“ or contracfed for by the City of Austin.
\]
11. Adequate appraisal of quaiity of coé!znt of classes of fered by
the City of Austin.

.

12, Limiting enrollment as agreed upon.

13. Providing City of Austin staff and A.1.5.D. in-service training.
M »

| ¥
111. Communit. EZducation Accepts Responsibility for tre Following Activities p:

A. Systematic neighborhood need and priority determination in cooperation
with the Community Education Advisory Committees and the Community

Education Consortium,.

[
B

B. Coordinate with the City of Austin staff, for programming of Cpmmunity
Education Centers by City of Austin programs/classes according to
priorities estab\iihed by the Community School Advisory Council,

9

C. Dissemin*e City (Austin information, registration information,
etc., to clients and/or inquiring community participants.

D. Joint registration of participants in City of Austin programs
located at Community Education Centers (correct forms and information
' will be used as mutualdy agreed upon and as staff s available.)

E. Appropriate disbursement of fees collected for degignated progranm.

F. General supervision and evaluation of PARD activity leaders for the
following: safety, participant control, buildjng management, and
space use. ’ ’

G. Communication with other facility users concerning scheduled programs

and speclal needs.

H. “Processing aL; requests for partial payments for classes by low
income participants.

I. Providing program space. .
¢ 4
J. .efecuring and supervising custodial service for these facilities during
Community Education usage. All Instructional leaders will be reaspon-
stble for general cleanliness of their area and maintenance of the

equipment.
K. Designation of equipment uged in the areas assigned. .
-
A
r 2
/
.. i
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During Community School hours make arrangements for opening and
securing bullding.

Designate épecific entrances to be used by Community participants.

Provide Personnel Evaluation annually.' Provide feedback/evaluation
of existing programs and usage of facilities. Program performance
reports will be prepared and submitted to the Coordinating Team
within two months after programs are completed.

Provision of resource staff for planning and coortinating structure
of Community Education.

Cverall administration of Cormunitv Education.

* L




4 APPENDIX D - )
g s - LONG RANGE PLANNING PROCESS
COMMUNITY SCHOOLS “,

. .

The Community Education Program was established primarily to utilize
existing fatilities through the facilitation of the use of these facilities by
the various service deliverers within the community. The prevention of dupli-
cation of facilities and services within the community is a primary goal. Long
range planning processes which will establish guidélines foryfuture growth on
which each agency can agree, must be developed. It is proposed that the School
District and the Parks and Recreation Department shall involve the other agency

-in its long range acquisition‘hnd development planning process to encourage
joint pldnning and prevent duplication. Withih these guidelines may be esta-
blished a system which can be used to evaluate the needs of a specific com~
munity for a community education campus. It is anticipatad that athletic
facilities will need to be provided by the City which can be jointly used by
Parks and Recreation Department and the Austin Independent School District. It
is proposed that by using existing school facilities and joining with the
Austin Independent School District in construction of future schools with the
inclusion of recreation facilities the necessity for constructing major re-
ifeation centers in the future can be greatly reduced.

-The long range plan of joint use of facilities of both agencies ahd the

reduction of capital improvement and operating budgets by the City would make
it feasible for the City of Austin to equally fund with the Austin Independent
School District the costs of operation and administration of Community Education
from the office of the Project €oordinator through the Campus Coordinator and
their staff. Additional funds cam be budgeted for actual delivery of needed

. services at the campus level by the Parks and Recreation Department and other
City Departments. !

Q 78

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




MECHANISM FOR INCREASED PARTICIPATION
by the
CITY OF AUSTIN
in . .
COMMUNITY EDUCATION
in the area of
¥
PLANNING AND PRUGRAM DEVELOPMENT

'
‘

1) Director of the Parks gnd Recreation Department is appointed as
ex-officio member of the Consortium,.

2) Director of the Parks and Recreation Department or his designated
representative attends Community Education Copsortium meetings.

3) Parks and Recr~ation Depattme staff may serve as resource peréons
to the Consortium.

4
4) Joint planning meetings between the Community Education staff
and Parks and Recrsation Department staff (at all levels) will be
held on a seasonal ‘basis,

.
.

5) Each Community School Advisory Council will have a Parks and Re-
creation Department staff representative as an ex-officio member
of the Council.

6) Each Commuhity School .£ampus Coordipaton will meet at least
. quarterly with his/her local counterpart (i.e., Area Supervisor)
for the purpose of exchanging information related to the program

//, development.

»

PR
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. APPENDIX E

SCHOOL AND CITY JOINT RESOLUTION
- . [ 4

- .

WHEREAS, there 1is 4 riéing public insistence that all levels of government be<
cqme more responsible to citizen needs ‘and desires; and
“~ / 3 '
e WHEREAS, there is a limited amount of tax monigs and other human agd physical |
resources available o meet public demands for facllities, programs andWervices; and
) c ! : )
WHEREAS, full utilizati®n of existing public facilities, programs and services is
a desirable commynity goal,; and . : ‘
. . 5
/WHEREAS, the e‘?Pe‘rgy crisis and other related developments points up an increasing
need for ai governmental umits and’related public service organizations to mobilize

their respettive resources for the common purpose of lmproving the quality of community
life; and : Ny, -

<
-

!

«: WHEREAS, the Inter-local Cooperation Act Article (32c) V.A.S.C. recognizes and
aythorizes local governments, including schoo}l discericts, to make formal agreements for <
joint planning and perfotmance of functions; and s

' '

hd - -
WHEREAS, Austin Independent School District has fatilities, equipment and steff

organized fdor the purpose of pro g education opportunities for children and youtH,
and at 1its discretion, certain educational, recreational, culturgl, soclal and ®
service involvements for ail dis’tricf patrons; and L 2k

v

WHEREAS, the City of Austin provides facilities, staffi, and certain recreational
and servic programs for the citizenms within'itg geographie boundaries; and

2 .o *
. WHEREAS, ’multitude of other related public and privage community organizations
provide programs and services f5T community betterment; and H
WHEREAS, po single, cohesive strategy for the developmeng and utilizaeion of all
these Feleva community resources has yet been established; and .

* WHEREAS,Ythere are:great potential soclal and economic benefits to be derived .from
further cooperation in facility and program development for the benefit of all citizens
through the comprehensive Community School prggrams at the local neighborhood level. g,

s
-THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the understgned endorse, eupport and agree fully to
. rtielpate infgthe joint planning, develop'ment,‘operation of pilot Community Egucation
Enters within their respective service areas. Staffs will be®authorized to include
necessary funding for 6 Centers for 1975-76 in their respective budgéts. Each body
~ wvill appoint representatives to the gidtrict-wide Austin Community Education Coum
The City Manager and Superinténdent wft1 be authorized to proceed with site sele
according to the criteria outl‘ned by the\t'{minity Education Task Force.
B . . )N

~

Approved this 11th day of June, 1975

~
. .
. ’ Mayor President, Board of Trustees
» gity of Austin ) Austin Indepe‘:dent School Jfistrict.s
;. . . T

”

Q o~ ) ‘ 80 s . o
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APPENDIX F ¥®
- . -
CHAR.ACT‘ERISTICS aF M'NITY EDUCATION €ENTER NEIGHBORHOODS*
1970
L] %
POPULATION DEMOGRAPHIC . ;ﬁCOME EDLCATYONAL
1970 | 1976 CHARACTERISTICS LEVEL LEVEL
1
| — ~
Becker . -
Tract 13.02 12,172 . 112,870 Substantial Spanish Speak- Below Average Median Below Average
: X ing Population. | $6,000 - $9,000 Median 10 Yeams -

/!

S LY
»
[Brooke, Tracts 121,734 20,541 Populgtion Predominantly Boverty, Median Low, Median 7-8 Years &
9, 21.02 > Blac r Spanish Speaking $5,000 and Below Below Average Median 10 Years
. Average, Medlan

$6,000, - $32000
— 000~

Cook, Tracts Households with Children Average, Median Above Average, Median Some
18.01, 18.03 ’ ° - $10,000 and Above College

. . . Average, Median .
P $12,000-516,000 .

A d

. . L

Far South (Bed- 36,908 H®seholds withh“{;;ren Average, Median Average, Median High School
icheck, Odom, St. B ' $19, 000 and Above Graduate and Above Average,
Elmo) Tracts ° Average, Median Median Some College

17.02, 20, 24 . $12,000-%16,000

h

Trg‘;ts 3, 21.01 Large Stud pulation Median ,000- Grtiduate and Above .Average
; $9,000 d Above R Median Some College

’ Average, Medlan .

312,000—51'6,‘00 : 5

)
Map lewocd ‘314,188 1 36,309 03d to New W borhoots, Be fow %rage, Average, Medtan High School

~

Mathews Tract 01d Neighborhood, Large Below Average, Me- Below Average, Median 10
12, 16.02 Student Population ' dian $6;000-59,000 Years and High, Median
: 15-16 Years

v
Rosedale/Bryker 01d Neighborhood, lLarge Below Average Me- Average, Median High gchool
Woods +Tracts Student Population dian $6,000-$9,000 Grad. and High Median 15-16
2. 6 . . R and Average Median Years

Q . $10,000

‘EMC tion is presented b‘j Ccnsus Tracts . .7
P ] ~ - - -
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APPENDIX F (continued)

1970

N

» CHARACTERISTICS OF COMMUNIY EDUCATION CENTER Nwomooos7

*  POPULAPION
CHANGE PATTERNS

HOUSIR
CHARACTERISRICS

HEALTH
CHARACTERISTICS

’

POLICE
CALLS

{Becker
Tract 13.02

Stable Population
PR

2

01d Housing Stock

Below Average Health

Medium Police Calls
and Arrests

Breoke, Tracts
9, 21.02

Losifig Population

]

Poor Housing Condi-
tions, 0ld Housing
Stock

Poor Health, High
Hepatitis

High Police Calls
and Arrest

Cook, Tracts
18.01, 18.03 ~

Explosive Growth
' [

New Housing, Above
Average Value

Good Health

Low Police Calls
and Arrests '’

[y e

Far South YBed-
ickeck, Qdom,
St. Elmo)
Tracts 17.02,
20, 24

Explosive Growth

4

.

“01d Housing Stick
and New Stock, Average?‘
Above Average Value

Good Health

>

Low to Medium_ Police
Calls and Arrests

haplewood
Tracts 3, 21.01

Losing or Stable
Population

*
01d Housing {tock and
New Housing Stock,
Above Averdge Value

_—

Below Average
Health

Low to Medium Police

. Calls and Arrests

Mathews Tracts
12, 16.02

Losing or Stable
Population

0ld Housing Stock

Below Average Health

- &,

Low and High Police
Calls and Arrests
-

W

(Rosedale/Bryker
Woods Tracts

2, 6

¥

Losing Population

0ld-Housing Stock
a?ﬁ Commercial

-~ —
Good Héalth

.

Low to Medium Police
Calls and Arrests

SQRESE:
O

A Social Indicator for Austin:

Population - U.S. Bureau of Census 1970 and 1976. "Monti, Lorna A., Characteristics -
A Cluster Analysis of Census Tracts,,1975.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIA 6

AUSTIN CrMMINITY bDLEATIUN FRUGRAM SUMMARY, 1978 - SUMMER, 1979

{ LULRSES, HULRS UF PROGRAMMING, AND

REGISTRATION BY TYPE OF COLRSF

PROGRAMMING

AN A
CRLLTLRAL AWAFES
HEAL "
HiMAN SKILL:
-

PAYSICAL FIT%eSS
RECREATIUN

\CFoND RAISING

GROANIZAT IUNAL MreTINGS

NEOMMAT DN LM

LML LT

SELF-HFLP SEMINARS

OTHER

TOTAL

SOCIAL /REY PrATIUMAL ACTILITI

PFPCENT

STRATION
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